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AN ABSTRACT 
As an interrelated resource teacher at Peterson Elementary School, 
the investigator observed that parents were not fully abreast of their 
rights under Public Law 94-142. The problem was to determine if there 
were differences within the group based on race, income level, educational 
status, number of children, and whether the subjects were original occu-
pants in the area or had moved in the area within a one to four year span. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to investigate and to determine if" 
there were differences in the parents' knowledge of the law, their rights 
to a due process hearing, and all available special services which were 
open to them. 
Research Method and Procedural Steps 
The procedural steps employed in this study were: 
1. A questionaire was designed to analyze parental awareness 
pertaining to Public Law 94-142. 
2. A total of fifty parents were selected as subjects who 
lived within the area of Peterson Elementary School. 
These parents were selected by the investigator due to 
previous and present contacts she has had with them over 
an eight year period of time. 
3. A questionnaire was administered to each subject 
individually. 
4. Individual school, home, and telephone conferences were 
also held with each subject. 
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5. The collected data was treated by a panel of experts who 
validated the questionnaire. 
6. The findings were reported and appropriate implications 
and conclusions of the study were delineated. 
Findings 
The analysis and interpretation of the data revealed the following 
according to the purposes of rhe study. 
1. Race and sex were not significant in the overall awareness 
of Public Law 94-142. 
2. In the categories of living within the area originally, or 
living within the area over a period of 1 to· 4 years, 
showed no significant difference as to their awareness of 
Public Law 94-142. 
3. Those subjects who earned between $10,000 to $14,000 and 
above annually were somewhat more abreast of their rights 
as compared to those subjects who earned below $5,000 to 
$8,000 annually. 
4. The overall responses concerning the item which dealt with 
the academic achievement of their child in the resource 
room yielded a positive response from both the male and 
female subjects. 
5. Age and marital status were not significant as to the sub-
ject's awareness of their parental rights under Public Law 
94-142. 
Conclusions 
1. There was no significant difference in the female and male 
parents as to their overall knowledge of their rights under 
Public Law 94-142. 
2. Socio-economic backgrounds of the parents classified contri-
buted no significant difference. It was noted that the. 
parents who had incomes from $5,000 to $8,000 showed a dif-
ference as to their understanding not being as clear, against 
the small percentage of parents with incomes of $10,000 to 
$14,000. 
3. Racial backgrounds of the parents demonstrated no significant 
difference. 
4. Living in the surrounding area, or just moving into the area 
demonstrated no significant difference. 
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Implications 
On the basis of the foregoing findings and conclusions, the following 
implicat~ons were drawn: 
1. Parents, outside agencies, students, regular teachers, 
school administrators, and the community should engage 
in a program which will make everyone knowledgeable of 
his rights under the law. This may be carried out 
through group conferences, and workshops. 
2. Research is needed within the areas of educational level, 
income, and the community, as to exposing parents to all 
facets of Public Law 94-142. 
3. Educators should investigate and interpret the effect of 
ethnic backgrounds, socio-economic levels, and any other 
related factors which would help in dealing with more 
than one school area in making parents totally aware of 
Public Law 94-142. · 
4. The keystone to identification and interpretation of the 
law should rest with the teacher, the school administrator, 
other agencies in preparing parents, and making sure that 
they thoroughly and accurately understand. 
5. A liberal preparation for all educators in all areas dealing 
with parental rights under the law will improve identifica-
tion and aid in a better understanding of the process. 
Recommendations 
The summary, conclusions, and implications gave bases for the following 
recommendations: 
1. Training programs, workshops, and conferences should be 
held to expose the parents to all phases of the law, 
preparation for mainstreaming, and the role they play 
in the implementation of the program being a success for 
their child. 
2. More research should be done in the area of educational 
level of the parents. A comparison should be made using 
those parents with a high school education versus those 
with a col~ege education, to see if there is a significant 
difference. 
3. Study should be extended to include a larger population and 
more heterogeneous socio-economic .school area. 
4. Study should be extended to other demographic areas. 
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There is a need to make parents of exceptional children aware of 
all their rights as mandated under Public Law 94-142. As it stands, 
parents, guardians, and surrogates are not fully abreast of their 
parental rights. Parents understand some facets of the law; but they 
are basically unaware of all their rights, the services provided for 
exceptional children, and the places parents can go to be counselled 
when necessary. 
The investigator has been in the field of special education for 
twelve years. For ten years the investigator's educational placement 
was geared toward a total self-contained setting, .and for two. years as 
an interrelated resource teacher. Serving also in the capacity of 
chairperson at Peterson, certain observable problems have come into 
being dealing with parental una\vareness: 
1. The purpose, main provisions, and implications of Public 
Law 94-142. 
2. Due process requirements and procedures. 
3. True and specific meaning of free, appropriate public 
education. 
4. Procedures for assessment and maintenance of school 
records. 
5. The components of an Individualized Educational Program 
(IEP). 




Public Law 94-142 is a 1975 legislation act that establishes a 
national standard for protecting the rights of handicapped children and 
their families. Its purpose is to ensure "free and appropriate" education 
for all handicapped children. The law states the rights and benefits due 
handicapped children and their parents in our educational system. It also 
gives procedures before any rights or benefits may be denied. 1 Public Law 
94-142 has been defined as: 
"a law which assures that all handicapped children 
have available, a free appropriate public education 
t..rhich emphasizes special education and related services 
designed to meet their unique needs, to assure the 
rights of handicapped children are protected, to assist 
states and localities to provide for the education of 
all handicapped children, and to access and assure the 
effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children."2 
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children, is 
legislation passed by the United States Congress and signed into law by 
President Gerald R. Ford on November 29, 1975. The "94" indicates that 
this law was passed by the 94th Congress. The "142" indicates that this 
law was the 142nd law passed by that session of the Congress to be signed 
into law by the President.3 
This law has four major purposes: 
1. Guarantees the availability of special education program-
ming to handicapped children and youth when they require 
it. 
2. Assures fairness and appropriateness in dec~.sion making 
with regard to providing special education to handicapped 
children and youth. 
1Georgia Special Education Annual Program Plan Public Law 94-142 
(Atlanta, Georgia: ~eorgia Department of Education, 1979), p. 2. 
2Ibid., p. 3 .. 
3Joseph Ballard and Jeffrey Lettel, "Public Law 94-142 and Section 
504: What They Say About Rights and Protections," Exceptional Children 
44:3 (November 1977): 177-178. 
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3. Establishes clear management and auditing requirements and 
procedures regarding special education at all levels of 
government. 
4. Provides financial assistance for the efforts of state and 
local government through the use of federal funds.l 
Parents of children with special needs have a right to be treated the 
same as all parents. This must be done by letting them have an active role 
in the decision-making process concerning the placement of their children 
and all facets of due process. The law is comprehensive; and every parent 
has a definite right and need to be made aware of all its implications. 
Evolution of the Problem 
The investigator has worked at the present school for eight years, 
serving in the capacity of a self-contained educable mentally retarded 
teacher for six years, and for two years as an Interrelated Resource 
Teacher. Working very closely with not only the students but also with 
the parents in many instances on a 1 to 1 basis, the investigator 
established a genuine rapport with the parents. The relationship was one 
which went beyond the realm of teacher-parent, but more importantly, 
friend-friend. The investigator noted that there appeared to be a 
difference in the terminology of the law and the vocabulary of the 
parents. Many parents were aware of some rights, but not all, and they 
were confused as to their definite meanings and procedures and responsi-
bilities they had in dealing \vith their child/children who are exceptional. 
In the past, much of the educational process has excluded parents in 
any direct education of their children or has been vague as it involved 
parents in helping their children. Litigation and other societal factors 
1Ballard and Lettel, "Public Law 94-142 and Section 504: What They 
Say About Rights and Protections," p. B2. 
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now encourage parents of exceptional children to be more actively involved 
in the educational process of their children. Gearheart has stated: 
• we still undoubtedly see a major increase in 
emphasis on educational intervention through work with 
parents. This parent education may take a variety of 
paths buttwo emphases appear certain. The first is a 
more accurate conceptualization of the ramification of 
the child's disability and the various likely resultant 
handicaps. For example, the parent of a deaf child does 
not understand all of the educational and social handi-
caps which will soon fare his child in time to play his 
proper role, unless he is helped to do so. Therefore, 
the first task is to provide the parent with complete, 
accurate information and encourage him to function in the 
light of knowledge rather than emotion. The second emphasis 
involves developing the parent into an efficient "teacher 
aide." The point here is that the child is not likely to be 
in a school program any large percentage of his working 
hours, and his time at home is of utmost importance.!. 
Several questions were raised within the investigator's mind about 
the total awareness, or complete understanding of parental rights under 
Public Law 94-142. These unanswered questions generated the problem in 
this study. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem which this study sought to investigate was: 
Are parents fully abreast of their parental rights under Public Law 
94-142, and also is there a difference within the selected subjects as to 
their knowledge of the law based on race, income, educational level, 
marital status, sex, etcetera? 
Limitations 
This study is limited to a select group of fifty parents within the 
community at Peterson, an elementary school in an urban inner-city setting. 
is. R. Gearheart, Education of the Exceptional Child: History, Present 
Practices and Trends (Scranton, PA: Intext Educational Publishers, 1972), 
pp. 363-364. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study·was to investigate and to determine if there 
l~redifferences in the parents' knowledge of the law, their rights to a due 
process hearing, and all available special services which were open to them. 
Research Method and Procedural Steps 
The procedural steps employed in this study were: 
1. A questionnaire was designed to analyze parental awareness 
pertaining to Public Law 94-142. 
2. A total of fifty parents were selected as subjects, who 
lived within the area of Peterson Elementary School. 
These parents were selected by the investigator due to 
previous and present contacts she has had with them over 
an.eight year period of time. 
3. A questionnaire was administered to each subject 
individually. 
4. Individual school, home, arid telephone conferences were 
also held with each subject. 
5. The collected data was treated by a panel of experts who 
validated the questionnaire. 
6. The findings were reported and appropriate implications 
and conclusions of the study were delineated. 
Definition of Terms 
Significant terms used in this study are defined as follows: 
1. Free Appropriate Public Education - special education 
and related services which: 
a. Are provided at public expense, under public super-
vision and direction and without charge. 
b. Meet the standards and provisions of Public Law 
94-142. 
c. Include pre-school, elementary school or secondary 
school education. 
d. Are provided in conformity with an individual educa-
tion program (IEP). 
lGeorgia Special Education Annual Program Plan Public Law 94-142, 
p. 141. 
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2. Handicapped Children - Those children evaluated as being 
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, 
visually handicapped, orthopedically impaired, seriously 
emotionally disturbed, other health impaired, deaf-blind, 
multi-handicapped or as having specific learning disabil-
ities when, because of those impairments, need special 
education and related services. 
3. Inadequate Education - Receiving some, but not all, of the 
special education and related services specified for a 
handicapped child in his or her individualized education 
program. 
4. Independent Educational Evaluation - An evaluation conducted 
by a fully certified or licensed professional examiner, \tho 
is independent of and does not routinely provide evaluation 
for other local education agencies.! 
5. Independent Education Program - A written statement for a 
handicapped child that is developed and implemented in 
accordance with all provisions of the law. 
6. Individualized Planning Conference - A meeting conducted for 
the purpose of developing, reviewing or revising a child's 
individualized education program (IEP). 
7. In-Service Training - Any training other than that received 
by personnel in a full-time program which leads to a degree, 
certification licensing, or other recognition of training 
experience. 
8. No Cost - All specially designed instruction is provided 
without charge, but does not preclude incidental fees which 
are normally charged to non-handicapped students or their 
parents as a part of the regular education program. 
9. Parent - A parent, a guardian, an appointed surrogate 
parent or a person acting as a parent of a child in the 
absence of the parent or guardian. The term "parent" is 
defined to include persons acting in the place of a parent, 
such as a grandmother or stepparent \'lith whom a child lives, 
as well as persons who are legally responsible for a child's 
welfare.2 
10. Due Process - Deals with the legal procedures due to citizens 
before the state can deny them certain important rights and 
privileges. It is the right of every individual that these 
legal procedures be correctly followed at all times.3 
1Shirley Cohen et al., "Public Law 94-142 and the Education of Handi-





Selection of the Subjects 
The subjects of the study were drawn from the population of parents 
that live within the Peterson Elementary School area. Parents were 
selected due to past and present established rapport the investigator has 
maintained within an eight year period. 
A total of fifty subjects was selected for this study. The selection 
procedure utilized parents of the total enrollment of·self-contained and 
resource students in the target school over a period of eight years. In 
addition to selecting every other parent as the first step, a second step 
employed telephone surveys or home visits to obtain permission of one 
parent to participate as subjects. 
The parents were both Black and non-Black. The ages ranged from 
20-24 year~ to above 50 years of age. Their income levels were below 
$5,000 to above $14,000, who were either married, single, divorced, or 
widowed. The educational backgrounds ranged from elementary school to 
above the college level. The subjects were given a questionnaire 
developed by the investigator, and administered to each parent individu-
ally. Each question was read to each subject and their responses were 
plotted. The administering of the questionnaire took approximately two 
hours, giving the subjects a chance to rest at intervals, or ask for some 
phases of the questionnaire to be clarified. The data was collected over 
a period of two to three months. 
School Description 
There is a section of the city of Atlanta that extends into DeKalb 
County located within the farther most part of Southwest DeKalb County. 
Within this area lies Peterson Elementary School on Mary Dell Drive, which 
is in the Atlanta Public School System.· The economic status has changed 
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within a period of ten years, from a middle and upper middle income level 
to a low to upper middle income level. Peterson is a graded elementary 
school from grades K-7 with self-contained, departmentalized, and resource 
room classes. There are approximately 425 students attending this school 
with a population of 95 percent Black and 5 percent Non-Black. 
Contribution to Educational Knowledge 
The findings from this study will lead to a more objective approach 
to fully educating parents on what they should know in regards as to their 
rights under Public Law 94-142. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The literature reviewed for this chapter is reported in three 
sections: The first section deals with Public Law 94-142--specifically 
what the law is, and its overall importance; the second section deals 
with the Individual Educational Plan (IEP) and its importance in establish-
ing an appropriate planned program for the exceptional child; the third 
section deals with the rights of parents--specifically what services are 
available to them, and what rights they have. 
Public Law 94-142 
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 
is legislation passed by the United States Congre~~ and signed into law 
by President Gerald R. Ford on November 29, 1975. The "94" indicates 
that this law was passed by the 94th Congress. The "142" indicates that 
this law was the 142nd law passed by that session of the Congress to be 
signed into law by the President.! 
The educational act for handicapped children mandates that all states 
must be providing educational services to all handicapped children by 
1978, or at least have made substantial progress towards that goal. It 
provides strict compliance standards for states and local educational 
agencies. The law says: 
lNational Associatinn of State Directors of Special Education, 




1. All handicapped children are entitled to a free and appro-
priate public education provided in the least restrictive 
environment commensurate with their educational needs. 
2. All handicapped children rece1v1ng service must have a 
written individualized education program. And further, 
that this education program will have been jointly developed 
with the parents or guardians of each child, and when appro-
priate, with the child himself. 
3. All handicapped children who require special education and 
related services, ages 3 to 21 inclusive.! 
Many of the provisions of Public Law 94-142, such as the guarantee of 
due process procedures and the assurance of education in the least restric-
tive environment, were required in an earlier federal law-P.L. 93-380, 
the Education Amendments of 1974 (enacted August 21, 1974). Public Law 
94-142 was enacted approximately one year and three months later on 
November 29, 1975. 2 
Handicapped children are defined by the Act as children who are: 
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, orthopedically 
impaired, other health impaired, speech impaired, visually 
handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, or children with 
specific learning disabilities who by reason thereof require 
special education and related services.3 . 
This definition is one which the investigator terms as a two-pronged 
criteria for determining a child's eligibility under the law. The first 
deals with the determination of a child actually having one or more of the 
disabilities. Second, whether or not the child requires special education 
and rel~ted services. 
1Tom Irvin, "IJJ.1Plementation of Public Law 94-142," Exceptional 
Children 35:5 (1976): 135. 
2Ibid. 
3Ballard and Lettel, "Public Law 94-142 and Section 504: What They 
Say About Rights and ProtectionsJ'pp. 177-178. 
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Under Public Law 94-142, special education has been defined as: 
• • • specially designed instruction, at no cost to 
parents or guardians, to meet the unique needs of a handi-
capped child, including classroom instruction, instruction 
in physical education, home instruction, and instruction in 
hospitals and institutions.! 
Special education dealing with this terminology deals with "specially 
designed instruction • • • to meet the unique needs of the handicapped 
child." 2 For many children, special education will not be the totality 
of their education. The definition clearly implies that special education 
proceeds from the basic goals and expected outcomes of general education. 
Rights and Protections Under the Law 
Public Law 94-142 requires that every state and its localities, if 
they are to continue to receive funds under this Act, must make available 
a free appropriate public education for all handicapped children aged 3 
to 18 by the beginning of the school year (September 1) in 1978, and 
further orders the availability .of such education to all children aged 
3 to 21 by September 1, 1980. For those·children who fall within the 
3 to 5 and 18 to 21 age ranges, however, this mandate does not apply if 
such a requirement is inconsistent with state law or practice or any court 
decree. 3 
Free and Appropriate Education 
Under the guidelines of public law "free" means the provision of 
education and related services at no cost to the handicapped person or to 
1 Ballard and Let tel, "Public Law 94-142 and Section 504: What They 
Say About Rights and Protections," p. 179. 
2Ibid. 
3John Ryar, "Mainstreaming," Journal of the National Education i:1 
Today's Education 65:2 (March-April 1976):15-28. 
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his or her parents as guardian, except for those largely incidental 
fees that are imposed on non-handicapped persons or their parents or 
guardians •1 
This ruling also applies to public placement being made in a public 
or private residential program. This means basically that the school and 
the parents jointly agree that the most appropriate educational placement 
for the child would be in a public or private residential placement. 
Such a program placement, including non-medical care as well as room and 
board, will be provided for that child at no cost to the parent or 
guardian.2 
The term "appropriate" education simply means that each child, 
through a written individualized educational program (IEP), will have· a 
planned program which is geared to meet the needs of that individual child. 
Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) 
Our special children are people too, who have just as many rights and 
responsibilities as those students who are present}Y performing on or 
above grade level, functioning very well in a regular classroom, and are 
also socially adjusted to their present surroundings. 
The Individualized Educational Program (IEP) is a carefully planned 
program that is designed to meet the needs of special children. This 
planned program is a requirement of the federal Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act, which requires that all children regardless of the 
1E. E. SingeltaTy, G. D. Collings, and H. F. Dennis, Law Briefs on 
Litigation and the Rights of Exceptional Children, Youth, and Adults 
(Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1977), pp. 12-15. -· 
2Ibid., p. 16. 
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type and extent of handicaps, be provided a free appropriate public 
education and/or related services as needed to meet their unique learning 
needs:l 
The purpose of the IEP is to assure that children with special learn-
ing needs will have greater opportunities for successful educational 
experiences. The use of IEPs helps educators and other service providers 
tailor their teaching and training procedures to the individual student's 
strengths and weaknesses. 
There are certain components that the Individualized Educational 
Program (IEP) must have in order ot make it successful and also mandatory 
to meet the individual needs of the child. The components are: 
1. A description of the child's present level of educational 
performance. 
2. The specification of annual goals, and short-term objectives. 
3. The specific educational services to be provided must be out-
lined as well as the extent to which the child will partici-
pat~ in the regular classroom. 
4. The projected date for initiation and duration of services. 
5. Objective criteria and evaluation procedures must also be 
included. 
6. A description of the schedule and procedures for review of 
the IEP. The review must occur at least annually. 
An IEP has also within its ramifications three levels: 
1. Total Service Plan 
2. Implementation/Instructional Plan 
3. Annual Review2 
1F. Russel, S. ·Shoemaker, IEP: Individualized Education Programming 
(Boise: Idaho State Department of Education, November 1976), p. 5. 
2Judy A. Schrog, Individualized Educational Program (IEP) (Austin, 
Texas: Learning Concepts, 1977), pp. 18-22. 
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The Total Service Plan is designed to guide educational planning 
from the level of the child study team. This plan is a statement of 
goals, or a framework for more specific, short-term objectives and pro-
gram plans. This plan contains: 
1. Annual goals. 
2. Summary statement(s) of the present level of student 
performance. 
3. Extent to which the child will participate in the regular 
class. 
4. Recommendation for educational placement. This should 
include the legal category of exceptionality for which the 
child qualifies for state and/or federal funding if appro-
priate. Such a label should only be used for funding and 
not for programming. 
5. Overall educational or related services to be provided. 
6. Projected date for initiation and duration of planned 
services. 
7. General recommendations concerning appropriate methods and 
materials. 
8. Overall evaluation criteria to b~ utilized. 1 
The next level of the development of the IEP ~onsists of the Irnplemen-
tation/Instructional Plan. This plan contains several important things: 
(1) a more specific program objectives; (2) strategies and instructional 
techniques; (3) specific materials and measures; (4) criteria for achieve-
ment of implementation or instructional objectives; and (5) date the 
objectives will be initiated and completed. 2 
The last level is the Annual Review of the child's progress. The 
purpose of the Annual Review is to determine the appropriateness of the 




child's educational program as it has been determined by the child's 
progress toward his short-term objectives and annual goals. 
The three levels of the IEP are both interdependent and closely 
related. The Total Service Plan flows into more specific Implementation/ 
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. 1Schr1g, Individualized Educational Program: A Cnild Study Te.am 
Process (Austin, Texas: Learning Concepts, Inc., 1971), p. 34. 
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Who Makes and Agrees to the.IEP? 
(Child Study Team) 
The IEP, it has been noted, is the most significant document in the 
educational child's educational career. Preparation of an IEP calls for 
a meeting of and agreement by (a) the teacher or teachers (regular and 
special) who have the responsibility for instructing the child, (b) one or 
both of the child's parents, and (c) an employed professional representa-
tive of the local school district other than one of the child's teachers. 
This is usually done by an administrator or supervisor. Above all, the 
child should also·be encouraged to take part in the meeting, if it appears 
that meaningful participation would result. 1 
Other people or records are also a part of the meeting if needed. 
One person (often the school principal) convenes and coordinates the 
initial session, seeing that all persons and materials needed are present 
and that records are kept. 
The basic function of the team (Child Study Team) in summarization 
deals with the following areas: 2 
1. Training 5. Due Process 
2. Organization 6. Screening 
3. Leadership 7. Comprehensive Evaluation 
4. Recording 8. IEP Development 
9. Evaluation 
1Maynard C. Reynolds and Jack W. Birch, Teaching Exceptional Children 
in All America's Schools: A First Course for Teachers and Principals 
(Reston, VA: The Council for Exceptional Children, 1977), p. 158. 
2A. Abeson and N. Bolich, A Primer on Due Process (Reston, VA: The 
Council for Exceptional Children, 1975), p. 190. 
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Individualized instruction places the emphasis of the instructional 
process on each individual pupil's skills, interests, abilities, learning 
styles, motivation, goals, rate of learning, self discipline, problem-
solving ability, and prognosis for moving ahead in various skill and con-
tent aspects of curriculum. 
Individualized instruction puts emphasis on the individual's needs 
and assets which include placing more responsibility for learning on the 
student and making better use of the professional knowledge and skill of 
the teacher as a creative monitor and expeditor. The investigator feels 
that in a sense, the teacher sizes up the problem, helps to select the 
plays, and runs interference, but the student carries the ball. The best 
purpose of this program is that it "matches" the child. Each child learns 
or is taught by using the method which best suits his needs, and he also 
learns at his own pace. 
There are many materials or motivational techniques which can be 
implemented to promote interest and a desire to learn and experiment for 
individual students. Students are grouped according to their common needs, 
and at times an entire class is given instruction at one time dealing with 
a specific skill. 
Parental Rights Under Public Law 94-142 
Parents have every right to know what's going on with their children, 
and to see if their educational demands are being met. In order to do 
that, parents must be made fully knowledgable as to what role they play 
in regards to the law. The time when parents would generally take the 
word of the administrator or teacher is now becoming obsolete. Parents 
are being made more aware as to the progress of their children, and what 
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they can do to ensure this progress remain, or be enhanced through a 
complete educational program. 
Public Law 94-142 will be regarded by some educators as a threat and 
a challenge from parents, and by others as an opportunity for parents and 
teachers to work together. The major difference between the two groups of 
educators is one of attitude, because to a certain extent the behaviors 
will be similar. Those individuals who are fearful of the law will take 
steps to insure that confidentiality of information is insured, that 
children are tested in a nondiscriminatory manner, that individualized 
education programs (IEPs) are written with long and short-term goals, that 
due process procedures are guaranteed, and that parents are notified of 
any changes in program. 
Those who look forward to the opportunity for parents and teachers 
to plan cooperatively for the welfare of children will take the same 
steps. While one group will carefully collect and document defensive data, 
the othe.r group will be equally concerned with attempts to get parents 
actively involved in educational decisions regarding their own children. 
Federal legislation has made complete and thorough expectations that 
parents should be involved with in shaping educational plans for excep-
tional children by requiring a written individualized education program 
(IEP), which is prepared cooperatively by parents and school officials for 
all children affected by the federal funding system. 1 
An individualized educational program (IEP) is defined as a written 
statement about the objectives, content, implementation, and evaluation 
of a child's educati'onal program. IEPs are necessary for children in 
1Roger Kroth, "Parents-Powerful and Necessary Allies," Teaching 
Exceptional Children (Spring 1978) in Reynolds and Birch, Teaching Excep-
tional Children in All America's Schools: A First Course for Teachers and 
Principals, p. 89. 
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public schools who need special education and related services, and for 
children who receive special education in private schools with public 
education _agency approval. The IEP is not a legally binding document but 
it is a jointly arrived at formulation of what educational objectives are 
prepared for the child, how they are to be obtained, and how the results 
will be evaluated. 1 
The IEP is one of the most valid pieces of information that can be 
gathered concerning a child's educational career. Each handicapped child 
must have a written, planned program especially for him or her. 
Since the beginning of mainstreaming, these programs have shown 
importance for regular class teachers because they will be partially 
responsible for its implementation. The program should be planned by the 
In-School Team, which includes a qualified representative of the local 
educational agency, the teacher, the child's parent or guardian, and 
sometimes the child .. If the child has surrogate parents, they have the 
right to participate in developing the individualized program. They may 
either approve or disapprove of the program. 2 
Under Public Law 94-142, "due process safeguards" are required to 
be made available as of October 1977 to parents and children in any manner 
concerning a child's identification, evaluation, or placement in an educa-
tiona! program. In any state receiving federal funds under law means that: 
1. Prior notice is given to parents before any special educa-
tional diagnoses are performed. 
1 
Leatha Mae Bennett and Ferris 0. Henson, Keeping in Touch With 
Parents: The Teacher's Best Friend (Austin, TX: Learning Concepts, 1977)·, 
p. 95. 
2 
Jack C. Stewart, Counseling Parents of Exceptional Children 
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1978), p. 12. 
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2. Prior notice is given to parents before any change in the 
program (such as placement in a special class or the 
involvement of a resource teacher in the child's instruc-
tion) is made for a child. 
3. Parents have full access to school records relevant to 
their child' s· school situation. 
4. A "surrogate parent" may be designed to use procedures on 
behalf of children who are wards of the state or whose 
parents are unknown or unavailable. 1 
If any disagreements develop about any matter concerning the evalua-
tion or programming for a handicapped child, local school districts are 
obligated to provide impartial due process hearings. In any such hearing, 
the parent has a right to: 
1. Be accompanied by a lawyer or other counselor. 
·2. Present evidence. 
3. Confront, compel, and cross examine witnesses. 
4. Obtain a transcript of the hearing or a written decision 
by the hearing officer.2 
If the parents are dissatisfied with the decision of the hearing 
officer, they have a right to appeal to their state educational agency and, 
if still dissatisfied, to federal or state court.3 
.One of the problems that arises from a disagreement during a formal 
due process hearing is that some parents feel their children are not being 
well served by the public school and they should try a private school, with 
costs underwritten on public school funds. 
1Reynolds and Birch, Teaching Exceptional Children in All America's 
Schools: A First Course for Teachers and Principals, p. 171. 




Until recently few teachers received professional preparation and 
supervised practice in relating to parents. Also, most parents know 
very little about elementary and secondary schools than what they 
remembered from being pupils themselves. Parent-Teacher Association 
participation helped to some degree but, chiefly, in out of class relation-
ships. 
For some time, and in recent years particularly, parents and other 
citizens have had increased reasons for taking a more direct part in the 
daily activities of the schools: 
1. Parents of handicapped children are expected to be active 
participants in developing individualized education pro-
grams for their children. 
2. Schools have become employers of more parents, particularly 
in paraprofessional and other positions, which brings them 
in daily contact with teachers and pupils. 
3. Schools have been made the focus of the volunteer activi-
ties of many community organizations, ranging from those 
with broad interests, like the good citizenship stimulation 
of veterans' organizations to the specific program directed 
work of parent groups, such as the National Association for 
Retarded Citizens and the United Cerebral Palsy Association. 
4. Social changes, nationally and locally, are being deliber-
ately engineered through the public schools. They include, 
for example, attempts to upgrade the readiness of certain 
pupils for entry to school and racial integration, liith its 
attendant potential for conflict.! 
What Parents Want From Teachers 
The rights of the parent have been discussed; what the parents can do 
in the event they disagree has a~ so been discussed in detail, now \ihat do 
parents really want from the teacher? 
1Reynolds and Birch, Teaching Exceptiomil ·children in All AmericP 's 
Schools: A First Course for Teachers and Principals. p. 172. 
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Garham makes several important points that he feels that parents want 
from teachers. He does this by assessing certain needs. Garham's first 
concern deals with the child's educational and related needs: 
Let the parent be involved every step of the way. 
The dialogue established may be the most important thing 
you accomplish. If the parent's presence is an obstacle 
to testing because the child will not "cooperate" in his 
presence, the step-up includes a co~lete review of the 
testing procedure with the parents, I 
Parents need to know that a professionally prepared teacher is in 
charge of the education of their child, just as they \'iOuld want a profes-
sional physician to be responsible for the health of their child. The 
parent can misunderstand that a teacher in many instances who needs to 
work with a child alone, and not having the parent there, is trying to 
hide something from them. Then, on the other hand, some children seem to 
work more effectively when they have one or two parents present, it some-
times gives them a more comfortable feeling. 
Garham's second suggestion is that: 
Teachers make a realistic management plan part of 
the assessment outcome. Give the parents suggestions 
for how to live with the problem on a day to day basis, 
considering the needs of the child, the capacities of 
the family, and the resources of the community. Let 
the parents know that you will suggest modifications in 
any aspect of the management plan that does not work.2 
Third, Garham advised the teachers to: 
Inform yourself about community resources. Give the 
parents advice on how to go about getting what they need. 
Steer them to the local parents organization.3 
There are some organizations which include several exceptionalities 
that parents easily ~ave access to, but some of these organizations deal 
1 
K. A. Garham, "A Lost Generation of Parents," Exceptional Children 





with more than one exceptionality within the same unit, which makes it 
a problem for parents. This is where the teacher can be of great 
assistance by simplifying matters, by obtaining for the parent whatever 
social or special directory there may be for the locality. 
The final step Garham deals with the teacher: 
Make the parent a team member in the actual diagnosis, 
treatment or educational procedures. It will give you a 
chance to observe how the parent and child interact,l 
It is necessary that both the parent and the teacher have an opportu-
nity to observe each other interact with the child. This way both parties 
may see how different methods are used concerning the child, bringing about 
greater insights. 
Making the parent a part of the team will also give the parents an 
opportunity to learn how the teacher works and to adapt what they observe 
in what they do with their children at home. 
Parental rights or the rights of parents is something that is here to 
stay. A right is a prized possession and a rare commodity". It cannot be 
legally taken away from its owner without just cause or without the protec-
tion of due process. 
If we take a look at rights on a broad basis, we know that most rights 
were gained the hard way, with recognition frequently coming out protest 
and strife against desperate regimes. Recognition of basic human rights 
liberated man from tyranny and oppression and fre~d him to more fully 
attain his individual destiny. 
Rights come in different sizes and shapes. Some are rights of great 
magnitude, with broad impact, affecting all people. Others arc private 
rights accruing to specific individuals. 
1Garham, "A Lost G~neration of Parents," p. 523. 
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Thro.ugh Public Law 94-142 which deals not only with the exceptional 
child and his individualized instruction, it also gives to the parent the 
rights that they have needed in order to feel that we too have and will 
be heard; we are becoming and will become more abreast of what is needed 
for our child or children, and \ve now know where to go to obtain answers 




The subjects for the present study were drawn from a collected role 
of classroom parents of special education class children in an Atlanta 
Public· School System. The school was Peterson Elementary, where the 
investigator has been employed over an eight year period. 
There was a total of fifty subjects selected for this study. They 
were selected due to past and present established individualistic rapport 
the investigator has maintained within an eight year period. 
The ages of the group ranged from twenty to twenty-four years to 
over fifty years. There were 11 or 22.0 percent males and 39. or 78.0 
percent females (within these statistics there were also surrogate parents.) 
In addition, according to racial background, forty-one or 82.0 percent were 
Black and nine or 18.0 percent were Non-Black. Their economic status 
ranged from below $5,000 to over $14,000 annually. The educational back-
ground goes from elementary to above college level. 
Methods 
A questionnaire was constructed by the investigator; it was adminis-
tered to each parent individually. A random sample was conducted with . 
every other parent or, in some cases, the third parent was used when the 
parent either refused or could not be contacted. The parents were con-
tacted by the following means: 
-25-
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1. Telephone survey by the investigator 
2. Home visits by the invest_igagor 
3. · School visits by the participants 
These three methods were very effective. Many parents worked very 
odd hours having only one day off. They were more than willing to answer 
any questions that the investigator had to ask as long as it was by tele-
phone. The other method dealt with home visits, where the parent was 
totally at ease within their own surroundings. The final method was 
school visits, where the parents could not only answer the investigator's 
questions, but also evaluate the performance of their child, and have 
conferences with other teachers while they were there. The school visits 
really made the students feel very good because many times the parents 
would only come to the school in case of an emergency, or when the child 
had been reported for disciplinary means, but neither reason was why they 
attended this time. In many cases the parents sat with their child and 
ate lunch, or watched them in their classes and, in many instances, 
observed them during their recreational time. 
The questions were read to them and their responses were plotted. 
The basis for reading the questions was to enable the subjects to answer 
them to the best of their ability and to leave open the area of communi-
cation if they did not really comprehend certain questions .. The adminis~ 
tering of the data took approximately two hours, giving the subject;;; a 
chance to rest whenever they deemed it necessary. The data was collected 
over a period of two to three months. 
There were three parts to the questionnaire: 
(2) general questions, and (3) specific questions. 
(1) personal data, 
A total of 52 ques-
tions were developed to establish the complete awareness or uncertainties 
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the subjects may have had. In order to obtain accurate data and make 
conclusions, the o~iginal questionnaire was condensed and a total of 
twelve variables were used dealing l.Ji th the original questionnaire. The 
twelve variables dealt primarily with: (1) Public Law 94-142, (2) The 
Individualized Educational Plan (IEP), (3) Parental Rights Under the Lal.J, 
(4) Resource Rooms, and (5) How Well the Program is Working. 
A condensed model of the original questionnaire is presented on the 
following page; a panel of experts validated the questionnaire. 
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Questionnaire 
Note: This questionnaire has been condensed into 12 questions or variables. 
1. Public Law 94-142 is known as the Education for All Handicapped Chil-
dren Act. It provides the legal basis for delivering educational 
services in the least restrictive environment. The· act has four main 
purposes: 
a. Assure that all handicapped children have available to them 
a free, appropriate public education. 
b. The rights of handicapped children and their parents or 
guardians are protected. 
c. Assist states and localities in providing for the education 
of all handicapped children. 
d. Assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate 
handicapped children. 
Yes No I Don't Know· ---- ---- ----
2. The Individualized Educational Plan, or IEP, is a requirement of the 
Federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142). 
3. 
4. 
This law requires that all children, regardless of the type and extent 
of handicaps, be provided a free appropriate public education and/or 
related services as needed to meet their unique learning needs. The 
law requires that an IEP be written for each exceptional child who is 
receiving or will receive special education regardless of the institu-
tion or agency providing the services. 
Yes No I Qon't Know 
Do you have a child or children in a resource room? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
Do you know how long your child stays in the resource room? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
.5. When you hear the words educable mentally retarded (EMR), behavior 
disordered (BD), multi-handicapped, learning disabilities (LD), 
specific learning disabilities (SLD), deaf-blind., speech impaired, 
or hard of hearing, do you know what these terms actually mean? 
Yes No I Don't Know ---- ---- ----
6. In dealing with the above question, when you hear these terms placed 
on a child, does it make you feel that something is wrong? 
Yes No··· I Don't Know· · ---- ---- ----
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7. Did you ask for your child to be psychologically evaluated? 
Yes No · · · · · · I Don't Know· · ---- ----
8. Did your child's teacher inform you of certain problems, such as 
academic performance, behavior, lack of motivation, etc. 
Yes No· I Don't Know ---- ---- ----
9. Can a child be given a psychological evaluation without the parents' 
consent? 
Yes No I Don't Know ---- ---- ----
10. Are you pleased with the overall learning achievement of your child in 
the resource room? 
Yes No I Don't Know ---- ---- ----
11. Do you feel Public Law 94-142 is meeting the needs of your child? 
Yes No I Don't Know ---- ----
12. Do you feel that by individualized instruction, that it has made an 
overall difference in your child's academic, behavioral, and other 
areas of performance for the best? 
Yes No I Don't Know ---- ---- ----
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The data presented in this chapter focuses upon the results of a 
questionnaire~ which was administered"to fifty parents of exceptional 
children at Peterson Elementary School. 
The questionnaire was composed of fifty-two questions which was 
administered to each parent individually by the investigator. An expert 
panel validated the questionnaire. The parents gave the following 
responses: 
1. Yes - they were aware, or totally knew what the question 
asked. 
2. No - they were not aware~ or uncertain as to what the 
question asked. 
3. Don't Know - they did not know the question at all. 
4. No Response - the question did not apply to them~ or they 
did not want to respond to the question. 
The numbers of yes, no, don't know~ and no response were compiled in 
table form, also the percentages were used pretaining to the number of 
responses given. Chi-square was employed to see if there was any signi-
ficant difference. In order for the responses to the questions to differ 
significantly, chi square at the .OS level of confidence was utilized. 
The data revealed that there was no significant difference obtained 
to any of the questiqns asked. It did reveal~ however, that there were no 
significant differences dealing with parents, their marital status~ eco-
nomic and educational background .• nor how it affected their awareness or 
unawareness to certain questions pertaining to Public Law 94-142. 
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The data on the responses deali_ng with the awareness of Public Law 
94-142 are presented in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
PERCENTAGES AND CHI-SQUARE FOR THE RESULTS ON THE 
"PARENTAL RIGHTS QUESTIONNAIRE" 
Don't No 
Yes No Know ReSEonse Total 
GrouE No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Sex 18 36.0 26 52.0 6 12.0 so 100.0 
Male 5 45.5 5 45.5 1 9.1 11 22.0 
Female 13 33.3 21 53.8 5 12.8 39 78.0 
Relationship 
Mother 12 37.5 16 50.0 4 12.5 32 64.0 
Father 3 37.5 4 50.0 1 12.5 8 16.0 
Grandmother 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 . 0.0 1 2.0 
Grandfather 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
Other 1 20.0 4 80.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Age 
20-24 2 66.7" 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 6.0 
25-29 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 9 18.0 
30-39 8 36.4 11 50.0 3 13.6 22 44.0 
40-49 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 9 18.0 
50-65 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Marital Status 
Single 4 44.4 4 44.4 1 11.1 9 18.0 
Married 9 37.5 12 50.0 3 12.5 24 48.0 
Widowed 3 60.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 5 10.0 
Divorced 2 16.7 9 75.0 1 8.3 12 24.0 
Race 
Black 12 29.3 23 56.1 6 14.6 41 82.0 
Non-Black 5 62.5 3 37.5 0 o.o 8 16.0 











Yes No ·Know Res:eorise Total Sguare 
Grou:e No. % No, % No. % No. % No. % 
Number of 
Children 8.645 
1 2 40.0 3 60.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
2 6 54.5 3 27,3 2 18.2 11 22.0 
3 5 45.5 6 54.5 0 0.0 11 22.0 
4 3 25.0 7 58.3 2 16.7 12 24.0 
5 0 0.0 4 80.0 1 20.0 5 10.0 
More than 5 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 6 12.0 
Education 5. 729 
Elementary 4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 11 22.0 
High School 10 33.3 15 50.0. 5 16.7 30 60.0 
College 2 28.6 5 71.4 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 11.040 
Below $5,000 6 42.9 7 50.0 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 4 26.7 10 66.7 1 6.7 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 3 30.0 3 30.0 4 40.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 2.442 
Renting 9 34.6 15 57.7 2 7.7 26 52.0 
Buying 9 39.1 10 43.5 4 .17 .4 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Em:eloyment 0.330 
Employed 14 36.8 20 52.6 4 10.5 38 76.0 
Unemployed 4 33.3 6 50.0 2 16.7 12 24.0 
From Area 5.370 
Yes 10 30.3 17 51.5 6 18.2 33 66.0 'No 7 43.8 9 56.3 0 0.0 16 32.0 . 
Time 4.908 
1 mo.-1 yr. 12 36.4 15 45.5 6 18.2 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 25.0 3 50.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 Over 3-4 yr. 3 50.0 3 50.0 0 0.0 6 12.0 
No Response 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 3 6~0 
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The data showed that 18 subjects, or 36.0 percent answered yes; 
26 or 52.0 percent answered no; 6 or 12.0 percent answered don't know to 
the question and chi-square yielded 0.566. 
Twenty-one black females, or 53.8 percent were not aware of the law, 
as compared to 13.or 33.3 percent :Black females who were aware of what the 
law actually meant. The data further revealed that there was no difference 
in the Black male responses; 5 or 45.5 percent answered no, and 5 or 45.5 
percent answered yes; 6 or 12.0 percent answered they didn't know or had 
no idea of what the question was about. 
The data further revealed that 5 subjects or 71.4 percent that were 
.holding a college degree were not as aware of the law as those parents with 
an '.educational level above college being totally aware of the law-2 or 
100 percent. 
The economic background showed no significant difference. The Black 
subjects earning between $5,000-$8,000 (10 or 66.7 percent) were as unware 
of the law as those subjects earning below $5,000 (7 or SO percent); 3 
. 
subjects or 42.9 percent earning $10,000-$14,000 were totally knowledgeable 
of Public Law 94-142. It was also revealed from the data the 17 or 51.5 
percent of the subjects that lived in the area originally answered no to 
the question, but 10 or 30.3 percent answered yes to the same question. 
Those subjects that were not from the area differed slightly as to their 
responses; 9 or 56.3 percent answered no, and 7 or 43.8 percent answered 
yes. 
The data dealing with the responses pretaining to an awareness of 
parents as to Public Law 94-142 are presented in Table 2. 
The data revealed that the total number of yes responses were 15 or 
30.0 percent; no responses 27 or 54.0 percent; don't know responses 8 or 
16.0 percent and chi-square yielded 1.977. 
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TABLE 2 
AWARENESS OF PARENTS AS TO THE LAW Ai"lD HOW 
IT EFFECTS THE PRE-SCHOOL CHILD 
Don't No 
Yes No Know Response 
·croup No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Sex 15 30.0 27 54.0 8 16.0 
Male 5 45.5 4 36.4 2 18.2 
Female 10 25.6 23 59.0 6 15.4 
Re1ationshi:E 
Mother 10 31.3 17 53.1 5 15.5 
Father 3 37.5 3 37.5 2 25.0 
Grandmother 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Grandfather 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 
Other 1 20.0 3 . 60.0 1 20.0 
Age 
20-24 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 0.0 
25-29 3 33.3 4 44.4 2 22.2 
30-39 8 36.4 11 50.0 3 13.6 
40-49 2 22.2 5 55.6 2 22.2 
50-65 0 0.0 6 85.7 1 14.3 
Marital Status 
Single 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 
Married 7 29.2 14 58.3 3 12.5 
Widowed 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 
Divorced 4 33.3 5 41.7 3 25.0 
Race 
Black 11 26.8 23 56.1 7 17.1 
Non-Black 3 37.5 4 50.0 1 12.5 
Other 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Number of 
Children ----
1 3 60.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 
2 5 45.5 5 45.5 1 9.1 
3 5 45.5 5 45.5 1 9.1 
4 2 16.7 8 66.7 2 16.1 
5 0 0.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 






































Yes· No· Know Res:Eorise Total ·sguare 
GrouE No. % No. % No. % No. -% No. % 
Education 5.441 
Elementary 2 18.2 7 63.6 2 18.2 11 22.0 
High School 9 30.0 16 53.3 5 16.7 30 60.0 
College 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 6.924 
Below $5,000 4 28.6 8 57.1 2 14.3 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 2 13.3 11 73.3 2 13.3 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 4 40.0 3 30.0 3 30.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 3 42.9 3 42.9 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 0.907 
Renting 8 30.8 14 53.8 4 15.4 26 52.0 
Buying 7 30.4 12 52.2 4 17.4 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 ·o.o 1 2.0 
Employment 1.409 
Employed 13 34.2 19 50.0 6 15.8 38 76.0 
Unemployed 2 16.7 8 66.7 2 16.7 12 24.0 
From Area 5.828 
Yes 7 21.2 19 57.6 7 21.2 33 66.0 
No 7 43.8 8 50.0 1 6.3 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 6.448 
1 mo.-1 yr. 7 21.1 19 57.6 7 21.1 33 66.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
2 yr.-4 yr. 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4 8 .o· 
Over 3-4 yr. 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
No Response 3 50.0 3 50.0 0 0.0 6 12.0 
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A total of 5·or 45.5 percent Black male subjects knew what the law 
meant and ;could explain it thoroughly; 4 or 36.4 percent responded no they 
had not heard of the law and 2 or 18.2 percent didn't know. The data also 
revealed that the Black female subjects were not as aware of the question 
dealng with the awareness of parents as compared with the Black male sub-
jects. 
There was also no significant difference in the subjects that were 
married; 14 or 58.3 percent and-between the ages ·of 30-39; 11 or·50.0 per-
cent answered no to the question as compared to those subjects that were 
married; 8 or 36.4 percent, between the ages of 30-39; 8 or 36.4 percent 
answered yes. It was also noted that more subjects with a high school. 
education, 16 or 53.3 percent, were not knowledgeable of the question as 
compared with those subjects with a college or above educational background; 
4 or 18.0 percent were totally aware. 
For those subjects living within the area, and those that have lived 
in the area over a shorter period there was some difference. Nineteen or 
57.6 percent answered no and seven or 21.2 percent.'answered yes that were 
originally from the area, as compared to 8 or 50.0 percent responding no 
and 7 or 43.8 percent responded yes; there was also 1 or 100.0 percent 
. that did not respond to the question. 
The data on the item dealing with the resource room and the subjects' 
responses are presented in Table 3. 
The data showed a total of 18 subjects or 36.0 percent responded yes; 
15 or 30.0 percent responded no; 17 or 34.0 percent responded don't know 
and chi-square yielded 4.686. The data further revealed that Black males 
2 or 18.2 percent responded no, as compared with 7 or 63.6 percent which 
responded yes. This shows that more male subjects were aware of the item 
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TABLE 3 
IS YOUR CHILD IN A RESOURCE PROGRAM 
FOR THE EXCEPTIONAL CHILD? 
Don't No 
Yes No Knm" Response 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
18 36.0 15 30.0 17 34.0 
7 63.6 2 18.2 2 18.2 
11 28.2 13 33.3 15 38.5· 
10 31.3 11 34.4 11 34.4 
5 62.5 .1 12.5 2 25.0 
1 100.0 0 . 0.0 0 0.0 
1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 
1 20.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 
2 66.7 1 33.3 0 0.0 
2 22.2 2 22.2 5 55.6 
9 40.9 9 40.9 4 18.2 
3 33.3 2 22.2 4 44.4 
2 28.6 1 14.3 4 57.1 
4 44.4 4 44.4 1 11.1 
8 33.3 8 33.3 8 33.3 
2 40.0 0 0.0 3 60.0 
4 33.3 3 25.0 5 41.7 
15 36.6 12 29.3 14 34.1 
2 25.0 3 37.5 3 37.5 
1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 60.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 
4 36.4 3 27.3 4 36.4 
5 45.5 3 27.3 3 27.3 
4 33.3 5 41.7 3 25.0 




so 100.0 4.686 
11 22.0 
39 78.0 






























·Yes No Know ·ResEortse Total Sguare 
· ·GrouE No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Education 6.801 
Elementary . 3 27.3 3 27.3 5 45.5 11 22.0 
High School 13 43.3 7 23.3 10 33.3 30 60.0. 
College 2 28.6 3 42.0 2 28.6 7 14.0 
Above College 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 o.o 2 4.0 
Income 16.758 
Below $5,000 5 35.7 6 42.9 3 21.4 14 28.0 
.$5, 000-$8, 000 4 26.7 3 20.0 8 53.3 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 5 50.0 1 10.0 .4 40.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 4 57.1 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 2.477 
Renting 10 38.5 7 26.9 9 34.6 26 52.0 
Buying 8 34.8 7 30.4 8 34.8 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
ElllJ>loyment 1.249 
ElllJ>loyed 15 39.5 10 26.3 13 34.2 38 76.0 
Unemployed 3 25.0 5 41.7 4 33.3 12 24.0 
From Area 2.541 
Yes 12 36.4 10 30.3 11 33.3 33 66.0 
No 6 . 37.5 4 25.0 6 37.5 16 32.0 
No Response 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 6.737 
1 mo.-1 yr. 11 33.3 11 33.3 1 33.3 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 25.0 0 o.o 3 75.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 66.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 6 12.0 
No Response 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
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In comparison Black females, 13 or 33.3 percent, responded no; 11 
or 28.2 percent responded yes, and 15 or 38.5 percent responded don't 
know. It can be concluded that most female subjects didn't know if their 
child was receiving resource assistance, as compared to those females that 
were aware of their child's placement. 
There was no difference in the age group of 30-39 as to their responses 
being yes or no. Nine or 40.9 percent responded yes, and 9 or 40.9 percent 
responded no. 
The data further revealed that 13 or 43.3 percent of the subjects with 
a high school education responded yes; 7 or 23.3 percent responded no, and 
10 or 33.3 percent didn't know. Those subjects with a college education 
showed a difference. Three or 42.9 percent responded no; 2 or 28.6 percent 
responded yes, and 2 or 28.6 percent responded don't know. 
The.data on the responses dealing with the length of time the child 
stays in the resource room are presented in Table 4. 
The data revealed a total of 11 or 22.0 percent responded yes; 31 or 
62.0 percent responded no; 8 or 16.0 percent responded don't know and 
chi-square yielded 3.243. 
There were 2 or 18.2 percent males as compared to 9 or 23.1 percent 
females who responded yes; 9 or 81.8 percent males as to 22 or 56.4 per-
cent females which responded no to the item. The difference showing that 
. the female parents we:re totally a\'lare as to the length of time their child 
stayed in the resource room. 
The data revealed that 14 or 58.3 percent of the subjects who were 
married responded np to the item, and 5 or 20.8 percent responded yes. 
In relation to their educational background, those subjects having a high 
school education and those having a college education were not able to 
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TABLE 4 
THE LENGTH OF TIME THE CHILD STAYS 
IN THE RESOURCE ROOM 
.non 't No 
·Yes· ·No Krtow ResEoiise 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
11 22.0 31 62.0 8 16.0 
2 18.2 9 81.8 0 0.0 
9 23.1 22 56.4 8 20 .. 5 
8 25.0 17 53.1 7 21.9 
1 12.5 7 87.5 0 0.0 
0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 
•1 25.0 0 0.0 3 75.0 
1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 
1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 
2 22.2 .5 55.6 2 22.2 
4 18.2 16 72.7 2 9.1 
2 22.2 5 55.6 2 22.2 
2 28.6 3 42.9 2 28.6 
3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 
5 20.8 14 58.3 5 20.8 
1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 
2 16.7 9 75.0 1 8.3 
10 24.4 24 58.5 7 17.1 
1 12.5 6 75.0 1 12.5 
0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 
1 20.0 4 80.0 0 o.o 
3 27.3 7 63.6 1 9.1 
3 27.3 8 72.7 0 0.0 
2 16.7 8 66.7 2 16.7 
0 0.0 2 40.0 3 60.0 






































· Yes ···No Kriow ·Res;Eonse ·Total Sguare 
Group No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Education 6.126 
Elementary 1 9".1 7 63.6 3 27,3 11 22.0 
High School 9 30.0 16 53.3 5 16.7 :so 60.0 
College 1 14.3 6 85.7 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above College 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 9.575 
Below $5~000 2 14.3 11 78.6 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5~000-$8~000 4 26.7 7 46.7 4 26.7 15 30.0 
$8~000-$10~000 3 30.0 4 40.0 3 30.0 10 20.0 
$10~000-$14~000 2 28.6 5 71.4 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above $14~000 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 0.907 
Renting 7 26.9 15 57.7 4 15.4 26 52.0 
Buying 4 17.4 15 65.2 4 17.4 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Employment 3.080 
Employed 10 26.3 21 55.3 7 18.4 38 76.0 
Unemployed 1 8.3 10 83.3 1 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area L200 · 
Yes 9 27.3 19 57.6 5 15.2 33 66.0 
No 2 12.5 11 68.8 3 18.8 16 32.0 
No Response .0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 3.436 
1 mo.-1 yr. 8 24.2 20 60.6 5 15.2 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 0.0 6 12.0 
No Response 0 0.0 2 66.7 1 33.8 3 6.0 
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Sixteen or 53.3 percent with a ~igh school education responded no, and 
6 or 85.7 percent with a college education also responded no, as compared 
with the ~igh school education subjects, 9 or 30.0 percent; and those with 
a college education, 1 or 14.3 percent who answered yes~ 
The data on the familiarizati-on of the exceptional children terms, 
EMR, LD, SLD, Speech Impaired, etcetera, are presented in Table 5. 
The data showed that a total of 15 or 30.0 percent of the subjects 
responded yes; 15 or 30.0 percent responded no; and 20 or 40.0 percent 
responded don't know; chi-square yielded 1.729, revealing no significant 
difference as to whether the subjects were aware or not concerning the 
meaning of the terms presented. 
The data further revealed that the subjects knew some of the terms, 
but not all of them. There was no significant difference as to their 
responses according to their age range, marital status, educational back-
ground, income level, or living within the area originally, or moving into 
the area within a period from 1 month to over 4 years. 
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TABLE 5 
FAMILIARIZATION OF THE TERMS: EMR, BD, LD, SLD, SPEECH I~WAIRED, 
DEAF-BLIND, AND HARD OF HEARING 
Don't . No 
Yes No Know Response Total 
GrouE No. % No. % No. % No. % No. !1: ~ 
Sex 15 30.0 15 30.0 20 40.0 so 100.0 
Male 5 45.5 3 27.3 3 27.3 11 22.0 
Female 10 25.6 12 30.8 17 43.6 39 78.0 
Relationship 
Mother 9 28.1 10 31.3 13 40.6 32 64.0 
Father 4 50.0 2 25.0 2 25.0 8 16.0 
Grandmother 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 2.0 
Grandfather 1 25.0 0 0.0 3 75.0 4 8.0 
Other 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 5 10.0 
Age 
20-24 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
25-29 2 22.2 2 22.2 5 55.6 9 18.0 
30-39 9 40.9 8 36.4 5 22.7 22 44.0 
40-49 2 22.2. 3 33.3 4 44.4 9 18.0 
50-65 1 14.3 1 14.3 5 71.4 7 14.0 
Marital Status 
Single 3 33.3 3 33.3 3 33.3 9 18.0 
Married 8 33.3 5 20.8 11 45.8 24 48.0 
Widowed 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 5. 10.0 
Divorced 2 16.7 5 41.7 5 41.7 12 24.0 
Race 
Black 9 22.0 13 31.7 19 46.3 41 82.0 
Non-Black 5 62.5 2 25.0 1 12.5 8 16.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Number of 
Children 
1 3 60.0 1 20,0 1 20.0 5 10.0 
2 5 45.5 0 0.0 6 54.5 11 22.0 
3 3 27.3 4 36.4 4 36.4 11 22.0 
4 2 16.7 5 41.7 5 41.7 12 24.0 
5 1 20.0 1 20.0 3 6(:. 0 5 10.0 












Yes No Krtow ·Response Total ·sguare 
·Grou,e No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Education 7.186 
Elementary 2 18.2 5 45.5 4 36.4 11 22.0 
High School 9 30.0 9 30.0 12 40.0 30 60.0 
College 2 28.6 1 14.3 4 57.1 7 14.0 
Above Co 11 ege 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 5.195 
Below $5,000 4 28.6 6 42.9 4 28.6 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 4 26.7 4 26.7 7 46.7 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 2 20.0 3 30.0 5 50.0 10 20.0 . 
$10,000-$14,000 3 42.9 1 14.3 3 42.9 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
Housing 5.195 
Renting 7 26.9 11 42.3 8. 30.8 26 52.0 
Buying 8 34.8 4 17.4 11 47.8 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 2.0 
Employment 1.023 
Employed 12 31.6 10 26.3 16 42.1 38 76.0 
Unemployed 3 25.0 5 41.7 4 33.3 12 24.0 
From Area 6.450 
Yes 9 27.3 13 39.4 11 33.3 33 66.0 
No 5 31.3 2 12.5 9 56.3 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 7.910 
1 mo.-1 yr. 10 30.3 12 36.4 11 33.3 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 25.0 0 o.o 3 75.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 3 50.0 0 0.0 3 50.0 6 12.0 
No Response 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
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The data on the responses of a child with an exceptionality: does 
it make him abnormal, are presented in Table 6. 
The data revealed that there were a total of 20 o:t 40.0 percent 
responsed yes; 25 or 50.0 percent responded no; and 5 or 10.0 percent 
responded don't know, yieldi;ng chi-square of 3.904. 
The data showed that there were 7 or 63.6 percent of the males 
responded yes to the item as compared with 13 or 33.3 percent of the females 
who responded yes to the same item. There were 4 or 36.4 percent males who 
responded no; and 21 or 53.8 percent females who responded don't know. 
It was also noted in relation to the subjects' ages, 13 or 59.1 per-
cent between the ages of 30-39 percent responded no and 8 or 36.4 percent 
within the same age range responded yes. Those subjects who were 40-49 
years of age, 2 or 22~2 percent, responded yes and 5 or 55.6 percent 
answered no, showing that there was no significant difference with the 
first age group as compared to the second, but the responses were both no. 
The data further showed that 13 or 43.3 percent of the subjects with 
a high school education responded yes to the item·as compared to the 15 or 
50.0 percent of the subjects with the same educational level responding no 
to the item. There was no significant difference in the responses of the 
subjects as to their income levels. Six or 42.9 percent who earned below 
$5,000 were the same as those subjects who earned $5~000 to $8,000 answer-
ing yes, while 7 or 50.0 percent earned below $5,000 and 9 or 60.0 percent 
earned between $5,000 to $8,000 responded no. Those subjects who earned 
$8,000 to $10,000, 4 or 40 percent, responded yes--slightly higher. 
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TABLE 6 




·Yes ····'No· ·'Know ResEorise Total Square 
·Group No. % No. % No. % No. % No. \ 
Education 3.472 
Elementary 4 36.4 6 45.5 1 9.1 11 22.0 
High School 13 43.3 15 50.0 2 6'. 7 30 60.0 
College 2 28.6 3 42.9 2 . 28.6 7 14.0 
Above College 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 8.654 
Below $5,000 6 42.9 7 50.0 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 6 40.0 9 60.0 0 0.0 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 4 40.0 3 30.0 3 30.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
Housing 13.408 
Renting 14 53.8 11 42.3 1 3.8 26 52.0 
Buying 6 26.1 14 60.9 3 13.0 23 46.0 
Own 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 2.0 
Employment 0.054 . 
Employed 15 39.5 19 50.0 4 10.5 38 76.0 
Unemployed 5 41.7 6 50.0 1 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area 5.039 
Yes 11 33.3 17 51.5 5 15.2 33 66.0 
No 9 56.3 7 43.8 0 0.0 16 32.0 
No Response 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 . 2.0 
Time 10.383' 
1 mo.-1 yr. 11 33.3 17 51.5 5 15.2 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 0. 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 3 75.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 66.7 2 33.3 0 0.0 6 12.0 
No Response 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 o.o 3 6.0 
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The data on the responses of a child being psychologically evaluated 
are presented in Table 7. 
The data on the item of psychological evaluation indicated a total 
of 11 or 22.0 percent yes; 37 or 74.0 percent no, and 2 or 4.0 percent 
don't know, yielding chi-square of 0.774. The data further revealed that 
2 or 18.2 percent of the male responses were yes; 9 or 81.8 percent 
responded no and 2 or 4.0 percent responded don't know, as compared with 
9 or 23.1 percent females who responded yes; 38 or 71.8 percent responded 
no, and 2 or 5.1 percent responded don't know. More females who responded 
to .the item did not ask for their child to be psychologically evaluated. 
The data revealed also that those subjects between the ages of 30 to 
39, 11 or 50.0 percent responded no as to the 8 or 36.4 percent who 
responded yes to a psychological evaluation. The Black subjects with a 
high school education, earning between $5,000 to $8,000 and living within 
the area were totally aware of asking or not asking for a psychological 
evaluation to be done on their child. It was also observed that these . 
subjects knew they had to sign to give their permission for their child/ 
children to be evaluated. 
49 
TABLE 7 
DID YOU ASK FOR YQUR CHILD TO BE PSYCHOLOGICALLY EVALUATED? . . 
.. Dontt No ···Chi .. 
-Yes ··No · ·Krlo~ ResEonse Total ·sguare 
Grou:e No .. ''.% No .. ·% No, % .. No, % No. % 
Sex 11 . 22~0 37 74~0 2 . 4.0 50 100.0 0. 774 
Male 2 18.2 9 81.8 0 o.o 11 22.0 
Female 9 23.1 28 71.8 2 5.1 39 78.0 
Relationship 6.979 
Mother 8 25.0 22 68.8 2 6.3 32 64.0 
Father 1 12.5 7 87 .. 5 0 o.o 8 16.0 
Grandmother 1 100.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Grandfat.her 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
Other 0 0.0 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Age 1.676 
20-24 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 6.0 
25-29 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 9 18.0 
.30-39 8 36.4 11 50.0 3 13.6 22 44.0 
40-49 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 9 18.0 
50-65 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Marital Status 2.346 
Single 2 22.2 6 66.7 1 11.1 9 18.0 
Married 6 25.0 17 70.8 1 4.2 24 48.0 
Widowed 1 20.0 4 80.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Divorced 2 16.7 10 83.3 0 0.0 12 24.0 
Race 1.897 
Black 8 19.5 31 75.6 2 4.9 41 82.0 
Non-Black 3 37.5 5 62.5 0 o.o 8 16.0 
No Response 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Number of 
Children 11.422 
1 2 40.,0 3 60.0 0 0,0 5 10 .. 0 
2 3 27.3 7 63,6 1 9.1 11 22 .. 0 
3 5 45,5 6 54 •. 5 ·o 0,0 11 22,0 
4 1 8 •. 3 10 83.3. 1 8.3 12 24,0 
5 0 0 .. 0 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 




-Y~s ·No "Know ResEortse Total Square 
GrouE No. % . No~ % No,· % No. % No~ % 
Education 9.386 
Elementary 1 9.1 9 81,8 1 S,l. 11 22~0 
High School 7 23.3 22 73.3 1 3-.3 30. 60,0 
College 1 14.3 "6 85.7 0 o.o 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 11.422 
Below $5,000 5 35.7 9 64.3 0 o.o 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 2 13.3 13 86.7 0 o.o 15 30.0 
$~,000-$10,000 1 10.0 7 70 •. 0 2 20.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 1 14.3 6 85.7 0 o.o 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0~0 4 8.0 
Housing o. 716 
Renting 5 19.2 20 76.9 1 3.8 26 52.0 
Buying 6 26.1 16 69.6 1 4.3 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Employment 1.022 
Employed 9 23.7 27 71.1 2 5.3 38 76.0 
Unemployed 2 16.7 10 83.3 0 0.0 12 24.0 
From:Area 5,744 
Yes 8 24.2 23 69.7 2 6.1 33 66.0 
No 2 12.5 14 87.5 0 o.o 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 4.032 
1 mo.-1 yr. 9 27.3 22 66 .. 7 2 6.1 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0,0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 o.o 6 12.0 
No Response 0 0.0 3 100.0 0 o.o 3 6.0 
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The data on how the child's academ~.c and social performance was, and 
if the parents were ~nfqrmed of any problems are presented in Table 8, 
The data on the performance of the responses was a total of 34 or 68,0 
percent responded yes·; 14 or 28. 0 percent responded no; 2 or 4, 0 percent 
responded don't know with chi-squa,re yielding 1,446, 
The subjects between 30-34 years of age that were married mothers, Black, 
and having a high s~hool education responded that they had been told of the 
child's academic or social problems. It was also noted that these same 
subjects who earned below $5,000 and lived within the area were aware, in 
comparison to those parents with. a college degree earning $10,000-$14,000, 
buying their homes and originally from the area, were also abreast as to the 



















DID THE CHI'LD'S TEACHER INFORM PARENT QF CERTAIN 
ACADEf\1IC OR SOCIAL PROBLEMS? 
Don tt · . No 
Yes·· ·No· ·Know·· · R,es:eonse · 
No. % No .. % No .. !!: • 0 ; No; .% 
34 68.0 14 28.0 2 4,0 
9 81.8 2 18.2 0 0.0 
25 64.1 12 30.8 2 5.1 
19 59.4 11 34.4 2 6.3 
6 75.0 2 25.0 0 0.0 
1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 75.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 
5 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
6 66.7 2 22.2 1 11.1 
15 68.2 6 27.3 1 4.5 
5 55.6 4 44.4 0 0.0 
5 71.4 2 28.6 0 0.0 
Marital Status 
Single 7 77.8 1 11.1 1 11.1 
Married 15 62.5 8 33.3 1 4.2 
Widowed 4 80.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 
Divorced 8 66.7 4 33.3 0 0.0 
Race 
Black 26 63.4 13 31.7 2 4.9 
Non-Black 7 87.5 1 12.5 0 0.0 
Other 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Number of 
Children 
1 5 100,0 0 0 .. Q 0 0 .. 0 
2 9 81,8 1 9,1 1 9,1 
3 6 54,5 5 45 .. 5 0 0.0 
4 s· 66.7 3 25 .. 0 1 8.3 
5 2 40.0 3 60.0 0 0.0 






































Yes No · I~now Respon·se · TQtal Square 
Grou:e No. % No. !!: No. % No. % No • % . . D . 
Education 3.379 
Elementary 6 54 •. 5 4 36:4 1 9,1 11 22.0 
High School 20 66.7 9 30.0 1 3.3 30 60 .. 0 
College 6 85 .• 7 1 14.3 0 o.o 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100..0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4,0 
Income 15.786 
Below $5,000 11 78.6 3 21.4 0 0.0 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000. 7 46.7 8 53.3 0 0.0 15 30.0 
. $8,000-$10,000 7 70·.0 1 10,0 2 20.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 5 71.4 2 28.6 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 4 100.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 0.571 
Renting 18 69.2 7 26.9 1 3.8 26 52.0 
Buying 15 65.2 7 30.4 1 4.3 23 46.0 
Own 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Em:eloyment 1.902 
Employed 24 63.2 12 31.6 2 5.3 38 76.0 
Unemployed 10 83.3 2 16.7 0 0.0 12 24.0 
From Area 1.537 
Yes 22 66.7 9 27.3 2 6.1 33 66.0 
No 11 68.8 5 31.3 0 0.0 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 7.270 
1 ino.-1 yr. 23 69.7 8 24.7 2 6.1 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 66.7 2 33.3 0 o.o 6 12.0 
No Response 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 o.o 3 6.0 
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The data on the responses of a child being a psychological test without 
the parents consent are presented in Table 9, 
The data showed a total of 10 or 20,0 percent of the subjects responded 
yes; 32 or 64.0 percent responded no; 8 or 16.0 percent responded don't 
know~ yielding chi-square of 2,506. Six or 54.5 percent of the males 
responded no~ they didn't feel a child could be given a psychological test 
without the parents consent. Twenty-six or 66.7 percent of the females 
responded very definitely that a parent must give consent as compared with 
6 or 15.4 percent that responded yes they can be given an evaluation without 
the parents knowledge or consent. 
The data further revealed that 26 or 63.4 percent Black subjects were 
aware that there must be a written signature stating that parental consent 
must be given before a child can be psychologically tested. Eight or 19.5 
percent Black subjects felt that they did not need a psychological test. 
The Non-Black population was a little different; six or 75.0 percent said 
that there must be a written signed permission from the parent, whereas only 



















A CHILD BEING GIVEN A PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST 
WITHOUT THE PA~ENTS CONSENT 
Don't 
Yes· No 'Know Response 
No.· . % No.::. .. % No. .% No.: · . % 
10 20.0 32 64.0 8 16.0 
4 36.4 6 54.5 1 9.1 
6 15.4 26 66.7 7 17.9 
6 18.8 21 65.6 5 15.6 
3 37.5 5 62.5 0 0.0 
1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 
0 0.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 
3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 33.3 4 44.0 2 22.2 
3 13.6 15 68.2 4 18.2 
1 11.1 7 77.8 1 11.1 
0 0.0 6 85.7 1 14.3 
Mari:tal Status 
Single 4 44.4 3 33.~ 2 22.2 
Married 2 8.3 17 70.8 5 20.8 
Widowed 1 20.0 4 80.0 0 0.0 
Divorced 3 25.0 8 66.7 1 8.3 
Race 
Black 8 19.5 26 63.4 7 17.1 
Non-Black I 12.5 6 75.0 1 12.5 
Other 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
Number of 
Children 
1 4. 80.0 0 o.o 1 20.0 
2 3 27.3 7 63,6 1 9.1 
3 2 18.2 8 72.7 1 9.1 
4 1 8,3 9 75.0 2 16.7 
5 0 0.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 




50 100.0 2.506 
11 22.0 
39 78.0 































·yes No Know Res;eortse Total ·square 
GrouE No. % No. % NO.·· % No. - 0 No. % . ! '6 
Education 4.432 
Elementary 3 27.3 7 63.6 1 9.1 11 22.0 
High School 5 16.7 18 60.6 7 23.3 30 60.0 
College 2 28.6 5 71.4 0 0.0 7 14.0 
Above College 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 11.861 
Below $5,000 4 28.6 9 64.3 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 1 6.7 13 86.7 1 6.7 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 3 30.0 3 30.0 4 40.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 0 0.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
Housing 2.569 
Renting 7 26.9 16 61.5 3 11.5 26 52.0 
Buying 3 13.0 15 65.2 5 21.7 23 46.0 
Own 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Employment 0.795 
Employed 7 18.4 24 63.2 7 18.4 38 66.0 
Unemployed 3 25.0 8 66.7 1 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area 2.371 
Yes 5 15 .. 2 22 66.7 6 18.2 33 66.0 
No 5 31.3 9 56.3 2 12.5 16 32.0 
No Response 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 7.268 
1 mo.-1 yr. 5 15.2 23 69,7 5 15.2 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 0 . 0. 0 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 8.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 3 50.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 6 12.0 
No Response 1 33.3 1 . 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
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The data on the responses pertaini~g to satisfaction of the learning 
achievement of the child. in the resource room are presented in Table 10. 
The data showed a total of the male responses as bei_ng 9 or 81. 8 percent 
responded yes. They felt the overall learning achievement of the child had 
improved tremendously since the child had received individualized instruction 
in the resource room; 0 or 0.0 percent answered no; 1 or 9.1 percent didn't 
know if their child had made any achievement or not; and 1 or 9.1 percent had 
no response, yielding chi-square of 5.574. The total female responses were 
20 .o·r 51.3 percent responded very strongly and favorably, feeling that there 
was marked improvement shown by their child by receiving resource assistance; 
7 or 17.9 percent responded no, they saw no overall improvement; 11 or 28.2 
percent responded they didn't know if any improvement in overall achievement 
was made or not; and 1 or 2.6 percent did not respond. 
The data revealed that the subjects whose age ranged between 30-39 
basically felt there was a difference--an improvement in their child's over-
all achievement. A total of 10 or 45.5 percent responded yes; 4 or 18.2 
percent responded no; 6 or 27.3 percent responded they didn't know and 2 or 
9.1 percent had no response. 
The data further revealed that Black and Non-Black subjects \'lith a high 
school and college education, earning between $5,000-$8,000 and $10,000-
$14,000, felt that there was marked improvement in the child's achievement 
potential during their placement in the resource class, where they could 
receive individualized instruction. 
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TABLE 10 
OVERALL SATISFACTION OF THE LEARNING ACHIEVEMENT 
OF THE CHILD IN THE RESOURCE ROOM 
Don't . No 
Yes No ·Know ResEotise 
No. % No. % No. % No, % 
Sex 29 58.0 '7 14.0 12 24.0 2 "4.0 
Male 9 81.8 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 
Female 20 51.3 7 17.9 11 28.2 1 2.6 
Relationship 
Mother 15 46.9 5 15.6 11 34.4 1 3.1 
Father 1 12.5 7 87.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Grandmother 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Grandfather 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 . 0.0 0 0.0 
Other 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 
Age 
20-24 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 
25-29 5 56.6 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 0.0 
30-39 10 45.5 4 18.2 6 27.3 2 9.1 
40-49 5 55.6 1 11.1 3 33.3 0 0.0 
50-65 7 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 . 
Marital Status 
Single 4 44.4 1 11.1 4 44.4 0 0.0 
Married 14 58.3 4 '16. 7 4 16.7 2 8.3 
Widowed 4 80.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 
Divorced 7 58.3 2 16.7 3 25.0 0 0.0 
Race 
Black 23 56.1 5 12.2 12 29.3 1 2.4 
Non-Black 5 62.5 2 25.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Numbe1~ ·of 
Children 
1 3 60.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20,0 
2 8 72,7. 1 9.1 2 18,2 0 0.0 
3 9 81.8 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 
4 5 41.7 2 16,7 5 41.7 0 o.o 
5 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 





































Don't ··NO - Chi-
Yes "No ·Know ResEorise. Tot a~ Square 
No. % No. · % No. ~ No. % No. % 
Education 10,961 
Elementary ·s 45.5 1 9.1 4 36.4 1 9.1 ·n 22.0 
High School 16 53.3 6 20.0 8 26.7 0 0.0 30 60.0 
College 6 85.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 2 4.0 
Income 14.269 
Below $5,000 7 50.0 4 28.6 2 14.3 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 7 46.7 3 20.0 5 33.3 0 0.0 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 6 60.0 0 0.0 4 40.0 0 0.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 6 85.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 3 75.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 . 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 2.192 
Renting 13 50.0 4 15.4 8 30.8 1 3.8 26 53.0 
Buying 15 65.2 3 "13.0 4 17.4 1 4.3 23 46.0 
Own 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Em;e1oyment 2.634 
Employed .:23 60.5 4 10.5 10 26.3 I 2.6 38 76.0 
Unemployed "6 50.0 3 25.0 2 16.7 i 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area 8.019 
Yes 17 51.5 6 18.2 10 30.3 0 0.0 33 66.0 
No 11 68.8 1 6.3 2 12.5 2 12.5 16 32.0 No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time. 
20.945 
1 mo. -1 yr. 17 51.5 6 18.2 10 30.3 0 0.0 33 66.0 1 yr.-2 yr. 1 33.3 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 3 6.0 2 yr.-3 yr. 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
No Response 5 83.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 16,7 6 12.0 
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The data on the responses pertaining to Public Law 94-142 meeting the 
needs of the child are presented in Table 11. 
The data showed that 29 or 58.0 percent responded yes; 5 or 10.0 percent 
responded no; 14 or 28.0 percent and 2 or 4.0 percent made no responses, 
yielding chi-square of 5.504. The data further revealed that 9 or 81.8 per-
cent males felt that the law did meet the needs of the child; 0 or 0.0 percent 
responded no; 1 or 9.1 percent didn't know if the law was meeting the needs 
or not; and 1 or 9.1 percent had no response. The female subjects responded 
20 or 51.3 percent yes; 5 or 12.8 percent responded no; 13 or 33.3 percent 
didn't know and 1 or 2.6 percent made no response. 
The data revealed that mothers ranging between the ages of 30-39, married 
with incomes between $5,000-$8,000 yearly with a high school education strongly 
felt that Public Law 94-142 was meeting the needs of the child. Those female 
subjects between the ages 40-49, married, earning $10,000-$14,000 yearly and 
received a college degree were also aware that the law was meeting the needs 
of the child. There was a small percentage of female married subjects from 
both categories that felt they didn't know'if the 1~w was meeting the needs or 
not of the child. 
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TABLE 11· 
AWARENESS OF PUBLIC LAW 94-142 MEETING THE NEEDS OF THE CHILD 
.Don'-t. ... No Chi-
Yes· No · ·KJiow Res;eortse · Total ·square 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. " 
Sex 29 58.5 5 10.0 14 28.0 2 4.0 so 100.0 5.504 
Male 9 81.8 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 11 22.0 
Female 20 51.3 5 12.8 13 33.3 1 2.6 39 78.0 
Relationshi;e 9.497 
Mother 16 50.0 4 12.5 11 34.4 1 3.1 32 64.0 
Father 7 87.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 8 16.0 
Grandmother 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Grandfather 3 75.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Other 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Age 8.306 
20-24 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 6.0 
25-29. 5 55.6 1 11.1 3 33.3 0 0.0 9 18.0 
30-39 10 45.5 4 18.2 6 27.3 2 9.1 22 44.0 
40-49 6 66.7 0 0.0 3 33.3 0 0.0 9 18.0 
50-65 6 85.7 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 7 14.0. Older 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 6.0 
Marital Status 6..879 
Single 4 44.4 1 11.1 4 44.4 0 0.0 9 18.0 
Married 13 54.2 3 12.5 6 25.0 2 8.3 24 48.0 
ll/idowed 4 80.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Divorced 8 66.7 1 8.3 3 25.0 0 0.0 12 24.0 
Race 3.413 
Black 23 56.1 4 9.8 13 31.7 1 2.4 41 82.0 
Non-Black 5 62.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 8 16.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Number of 
·children 13.032 
1 3 60.0 0 o.o 1 20.0 1 20,0 5 10.0 
2 8 72.7 1 9.1 2 18.2 0 0,0 11 22,0 
3 8 72.7 1 9.1 2 18,2 0 0,0 11 22.0 
4 5 41.7 2 16.7 5 41.7 0 o.o 12 24.0 
5 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 0 o.o 6 12,0 
More Than 5 3 50.0 0 0.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 6 12.0 
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TABLE ll~~continued 
.. Don't No Chi-
Yes ··'No Know Res;eortse Total Square 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Education 10.133 
Elementary 5 45.5 1 9.1 4 36.4 1 9.1 11 22.0 
High School 16 53.3 4 13.3 10 33.3 0 0.0 30 60.0 
College 6 85.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 9.453 
Below $5,000 7 50.0 3 21.4 3 21.4 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 8 53.3 2 13.3 5 33.3 0 0.0 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 6 60.0 0 0.0 4 40.0 0 o.o 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 5 71.4 0 0.0 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 3 75.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 2.055 
Renting 13 50.0 3 11.5 9 34.6 1 3.8 26 52.0 
Buying 15 65.2 2 8.7 5 21.7 1 4.3 23 46.0 
Own 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Employment 1.668 
Employe~ 23 60.5 3 7.9 11 28.9 1 2.6 38 76.0 
Unemployed 6 50.0 2 16.7 3 25.0 1 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area 8.792 
Yes 17 51.5 . 5 15.2 11 33.0 0 0.0 33 66.0 
No 11 68.8 0 0.0 3 18.8 2 12.5 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 16.976 
1 mo.-1 yr. 18 54.5 5 15.2 10 30.3 0 o.o 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 1 33.3 3 6.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 100.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
No Response 4 66.7 0 0,0 1 16.7 1 16.7 6 12.0 ..... 
- --~--------~ 
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The data on the responses pertaining to the individualized education 
plan and its importance are presented in Table 12. 
The data showed that a total of 30.- or 60. 0 percent . of the subjects 
responsed yes~ that the individualizededucational plan (IEP) was not only 
meeting the needs of the child, but it was necessary in the overall achieve-
ment potential of the child. Six or 12.0 percent responded no; 12 or 24.0 
percent responded don't know; and 2 or 4.0 percent made no response yielding 
chi-square of 2.700. The data further revealed that 1 or 9~1 percent 
responded no; lor 9.1 percent made no response. There were a total of 22 or 
.56.4 percent females responded yes; 5 or 12.8 percent responded no; 11 or 
28.2 percent responded don't know; and I or 2.6 percent had no response. 
The data further revealed that Black mothers 24 or 58.5 percent 
responded yes, and were very pleased with the educational plan meeting the 
needs of the child, whereas only 4 or 9.8 percent responded no; 12 or 29.3 
percent responded don't know; and 1 ·or 2.4 percent made no response. 
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TABLE 12 
DIFFERENCE THAT THE INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATIONAL PLAN HAS MADE 
CONCERNING MEETING THE CHILD'S NEEDS 
. Don~.t .. No .. 
Yes ·No· ·Know · · · ·ResEonse · ·Total 
Grou12 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
. . . . . . . 
··sex 30 60.0 6 12.0 12 24.0 2 4.0 so 100.0 
Male 8 72.7 1 9.1 1 9.1. 1 9.1 11 22.0 
Female 22 56.4 5 12.8 11 28.2 1 2.6 39 78.0 
Relationship 
Mother 16 50.0 4 12.5 11 34.4 1 3.1 32 64.0 
Father 6 75.0 1 12.5 0 0.0 1 12.5 8 16.0 
Grandmother 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Grandfather 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Other 3 60.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 5 10.0 
Age 
20-24 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 6.0 
25-29 6 66.7 1 11.1 2 22.2 0 0.0 9 18.0 
30-39 9 40.9 5 22.7 6 27.3 2 9.1 22 44.0 
40-49 6 66.7 0 0.0 3 33.3 0 0.0 9 18.0 
50-65 7 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 O· 0.0 7 14.0 
Older 2 . 66,7 0 0.0 1 33.3 o· 0.0 3 6.0 
Marital Status 
Single 4 44.4 1 11.1 4 44.4 0 0.0 9 18.0 
Married 14 58.3 4 16.7 4 16.7 2 8.3 24 48.0 
:Widowed 4 80.0 .,o; 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 .5 10.0 
'Divorced 8 66.7 1 8.3 3 25.0 ··o 0.0 12 24.0 
Race 
Black 24 58.5 4 9.8 12 29.3 1 2.4 41 82.0 
Non-·Black 5 62.5 2 25.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 8 16.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 1 2,0 
Number of 
Children 
1 3 60.0 0 o.o 1 20,0 1 20,0 5 10.0 
2 8 72.7 1 9.1 2 18.2 0 0.0 11 22.0 
3 9 81.8 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 o.o 11 22.0 
4 4 33.3 3 25.0 5 41.7 0 0.0 12 24.0 












··Yes · No ·Know Res;eonse Total· Square 
·Gr6uE No, % No. % No. % ·No. .% No. % 
Education 10.244 
Elementary 5 45.5 1 9.1 4 36.4 1 9.1 ll 22.0 
High School 17 56.7 5 16.7 8 26.7 0 0.0 30 60.0 
College 6 85.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above College 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
Income 10.403 
Below $5,000 8 57.1 3 21.4 2 14.3 1 7.1 14 28.0 
$5,000-$8,000 ~ 53.3 2 13.3 5 33.3 0 0.0 15 30.0 
$8,000-$10,000 6 60.0 0 0.0 4 40.0 0 0.0 10 20.0 
$10,000-$14,000 5 71.4 1 14.3 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 14.0 
Above $14,000 3 75.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 4 8.0 
Housing 1.884 
Renting 14 53.8 3 ll.5 8 30.8 1 3.8 26 52.0 
Buying 15 65.2 3 13.0 4 17.4 1 4.3 23 46.0 
Own 1 100.0 . 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
·Employment 1.389 
Employed 23 60.5 4 10.5 10 26.3 1· 2.6 10 20.0 
Unemployed 7 58.3 2 16.7 2 16.7 1 8.3 12 24.0 
From Area 7.386 
Yes 18 54.5 5 15.2 10 30.3 0 0.0 33 66.0 
No ll 68.8 1 6.3 2 12.5 2 12.5 16 32.0 
No Response 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
Time 18.359 
1 mo.-1 yr. 18 54.5 5 15.2 10 30.0 0 o.o 33 66.0 
1 yr.-2 yr. 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 o.o 1 33,3 3 6.0 
2 yr.-3 yr. 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50,0 0 o.o 4 8.0 
Over 3-4 yr. 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0,0 4 8.0 
No Response 4 66.7 1 16.7 0 o.o 1 16.7 6 12,0 .. . . 
CHAI?TER V 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SUMMARY 
Findings 
The analysis and interpretation of the data revealed the following 
according to the purposes of the study. 
1. Race and sex were not significant in the overall awareness 
of parents as to their knowledge of Public Law 94-142. 
2. In the categories of living within the area originally, or 
living within the area over a period of 1 to 4 years, 
showed no significant difference as to their awareness of 
Public Law 94-142. 
3. Those subjects who earned between $10,000 to $14,000 and 
above annually, were somewhat more abreast of their rights 
as compared to those subjects who earned below $5,000 to 
$8,000 annually. 
4. The overall responses concerning the item which dealt with 
the academic achievement of their child in the resource 
room yielded a positive response from both the male and 
female subjects. 
5. Age and marital status were not significant as to the sub-
jects' :awareness of their parental rights under Public Law 
94-142. 
Conclusions 
Research data collected by the questionnaire showed no significant 
differences in the overall responses of the parents. However, it did 
indicate that certain, groups of parents were less knowledgeable than others. 
Particularly, it was noted that there was no significant difference between 
the parents' overall knowledge of the law, It can be concluded, then, that 
there is no difference as· to the interpretation and understanding of Public 
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Law 94-142 according to the subjects in reference to sex, educational back-
. ground, and other ne.ighborhood factors. · 
The empirical data makes it possible to draloJ the following conclusions: 
1. There was no significant difference in the female and male 
parents as to their overall knowledge of their ~ights under 
Public Law 94-142. 
2. Socio-economic backgrounds of the parents classified contri-
buted no significant difference. It was noted that the 
parents who had incomes from $5,000 to $8,000 showed a dif-
ference as to their understanding not being as clear, against 
the small percentage of parents with incomes of $10,000 to 
$14,000. 
3. Racial backgrounds of the parents demonstrated no significant 
difference. 
4. Living·in the surrounding area, or just moving into the area 
demonstrated no significant difference. 
Public Law 94-142, as dealing with parental rights, is a very important 
issue today. It mandates that parents must be made abreast of their rights. 
From the study, it was noted that there are still questions that parents 
fail to understand'regarding their rights under the law. 
1. If their child/children are receiving resource help. 
2. The awareness of parents as to the law and how it effects 
the pre-school child. 
3. Psychological tests being given without parents' consent. 
4. Does mainstrearning the child have an advantage over the 
educational achievement of the child. 
Implications 
On the basis of the foregoing findings and conclusions, the following 
implications were drawn: 
1 ~ Parents, out's ide agencies, students, regular teachers, 
school administrators, and the community should engage 
in a program which will make everyone knmoJledgeable of 
his rights under the law. This may be carried out 
through group conferences, and workshops. 
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2. Research is needed within the areas of educational level, 
income, and the community, as to exposing parents to all 
facets of Public Law 94~142, 
3. Educators should investigate·and interpret the"effect of 
ethnic backgrounds, socio-economic levels, and any other 
related factors which would help in dealing with more 
than one school area in making parents totally aware of 
Public Law 94-142. · 
4. The keystone to identification and interpretation of the 
law should rest with the teacher, the school administrator, 
other agencies in preparing parents, and making sure that 
they thoroughly and accurately understand. 
S. A liberal preparation for all educators in all areas dealing 
with parental rights under the law will improve identifica-
tion and aid in a better understanding of the process. 
Recommendations 
The summary, conclusions, and implications gave bases for the following 
recommendations: 
1. Training programs, workshops, and conferences should be 
held to expose the parents to all phases of the law, 
preparation for mainstreaming, and the role they play 
in the implementation of the program being a success for 
their child. 
2. More research should be done in the area of educational 
level of the parents. A comparison should be made using 
those parents with a high school education versus those 
with a college education, to see if there is a signifi-
cant difference. 
3. Study should be extended to include a larger population 
and more heterogeneous socio-economic school area. 
4. Study should be extended to other demographic areas. 
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· · Summary 
The investigator is a parent,.conceined, and now speaking out for the 
many exceptional children in the pub~ic•school systems. The investigator 
wants the.parents to listen~ to learn,;•and to comprehend all their rights 
under Public Law 94~142. Speak to them clearly, answer them if they have 
questions, and above all familiarize them with every aspect of the law, 
The exceptional child is no longer a number, no longer a label,and no longer 
separated, but thet are now individuals. They·are individuals who have · 
always been, as far as the investigator is concerned, very special--special 
in the sense that they too feel, hurt, and laugh as all children do. These 
exceptional children are no longer sitting in a seat separated from the 
rest of the class given only minimum attention because they were once 
labeled as being different. The exceptional child is now being mainstreamed. 
where they can function with their peer groups, have a sense of self-worth, 
and as the·rtoted Black leader, Martin Luther King, Jr., once said, "Free at 
last, free at last, thank God Almighty, they are free at last." 
There is a tremendous need to clearly and accurately express to parents 
their rights under Public Law 94-142. Parents understand or attempt to 
understand some simplified facets of the law, but the investigator feels 
that parents do not thoroughly understand or do not know all their rights 
under the law, or where they can acquire the necessary answers to any ques-
tions they may have. 
Public Law 94-142 is a comprehensive bill to provide financial aid to 
states to provide meaningful educational services to all handicapped chil-
' dren. It mandates that all states must be providing educational services 
to all handicapped children by 1978 or at least have made substantial pro-
gress towards that goal. 'The la\'1 ·says: 
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1. All handicapped children are entitled to a·free and·apPro-
priate public education provided in the least restrictive 
environment commensurate with their educational needs. 
2. All handicapped children· receiving service must have a 
wtitteri individualized education program. And further, 
that this education program will have been jointly developed 
with the parents or guardians of each child, and when appro• 
priate, with the child himself. Each individual pr.ogram 
must be reviewed at least annually and revised when necessary. 
3. All handicapped children and their parents are entitled to 
certain procedural safeguards. Among these procedural safe-
. guards are: 
1 
a. Written notification before change in educational place-
ment. 
b. Written notification before evaluation (in English and 
in their primary language.) 
c. Periodic review of educational placement. 
d. Opportunity for an impartial hearing including the right 
to: 
(1) receive timely and specific notice of such hearing 
(2) review of all records 
(3) obrain an independent evaluation 
(4) be presented by counsel 
(5) cross examine 
(6) bring witness 
(7) present evidence 
(8) receive a complete and accurate record of proceedings 
(9) appeal their decision 
e. Assignment of a surrogate parent when: 
(1) the child's parent or guardian is unknown 
(2) the child's parents are unavailable 
(3) the child is a ward of the state 1 
F. J. Weintraub et al. 1 Public Policy and the Education of Excepti61ial 






Distribution of Parents According to Sex 
Sex No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Male 11 22.0 22.0 22.0 
Female 39 78.0 78.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1. 78 Mode 2.00 Median 1.86 
S.D. 0.42 S.E. 0.06 
Distribution of Parents According to Relationship 
Sex No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Father 8 16.0 16".0 26.0 
Mother 32 64.0 64.0 90.0 
Grandfather 4 8.0 8.0 98.0 
Grandmother 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Other s 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1. 76 Mode 2.00 Median 1.88 
S.D. 0.82 S.E. 0.12 
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Appendix B 
Distribution of Parents According to Age 
Age No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Freguenc;r Freguenc;r Freguenc;r 
20-24 3 6.0 6.0 . 6.0 
25-29 9 18.0 . 18.0 18.0 
30-39 22 44.0 44.0 68.0 
40-49 9 18.0 18.0 86.0 
50-65 7 14.0 14.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Mean 3.16 Mode 3.00 Median 3.09 
S.D. 1.08 S.E. 0.15 
Distribution of Parents According to Marita:l Status 
Status No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequenc;r Frequenc;r Freguency 
Single 9 u~.o 18.0 18.0 
Married 24 48.0 48.0 48.0 
Widowed 5 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Divorced 12 24.0 24.0 24.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Mean 2.40 Mode 2.00 Median 2.17 
S.D. 1.05 S.E. 0.15 
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Appendix C 
Distribution of Parents According to Race 
Race No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Caucasian 8 16.0 16.0 18.0 
Black 41 82.0 82.0 100.0 
Other 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1.80 Mode 2.00 Median 1.89 
S.D. 0.4S S.E. 0.06 
Distribution of Parents According to Children 
Children No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency FrequencY Frequency. 
One s 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Two 11 22.0 22.0 32.0 
Three 11 22.0 22.0 S4.0 
Four 12 24.0 24.0 78.0 
Five s 10.0 10.0 88.0 
More Than 
Five 6 12.0 12.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 3.38 Mode 4.00 Median 3.32 
S.D. I. SO S.E. 0.21 
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Appendix D 
Distribution of Parents According to Education 
Education No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Elementary 11 22.0 22.0 22.0 
High s·chool 30 60.0 . 60.0 82.0 
College 7 . 14.0 14.0 96.0 
Above College 2 4.0 4.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 2.00 Mode 2.00 Median 1.97 
S.D. 0.73 S.E. 0.10 
Distribution of Parents According to Income 
Income No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Freguenc;r Freguency Freguencr 
Below $5,000 14 28.0 28.0 28.0 
$S,000-$8,000 1S 30.0 30.0 58.0 
$8,000-$10,000 10 20.0 20.0 78.0 
$10,000-$14,000 7 14.0 14.0 92.0 
Above $14,000 4 8.0 8.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 2.44 Mode 2.00 Median 2.23 
S.D. 1.26 S.E. 0.18 
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Appendix E 
Distribution of Parents According to Housing 
Housing No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Renting 26 52.0 52.0 52.0 
Buying 23 46.0 46.0 98.0 
Own 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1.50 Mode J.OO Median 1.46 
S.D. 0.544 S.E. 0.07 
Distribution of Parents According to Employment 
Employment No. Relative Adjusted Cumulative 
Freguency Frequency Frequency 
Employed 38 76.0 76.0 76.0 
Unemployed 12 24.0 24.0 100.0 
Total so 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1.24 Mode 1.00 Median 1.16 
S.D. 0.43 S.E. 0.06 
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Appendix F 
Distribution of Parents According to Living in the Area 
Area No. Relative . Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Yes 33 66.0 66.0 68.0 
No 16 32.0 32.0 68.0 
No Response 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Mean 1.30 Mode 1.00 Median 1.28 





Name ___________ ..;,.._ Sex ___ Relationship --------
Date of Interview -------
Time Began~------~----- Time Ended ------.....-----
Part I: Personal Data 
1. Age 
20-24. 25-29 30-39. 40-49 .. 50-65 .. Older 
2. Marital Status 
Single -- Married Widowed Divorced 
3. Race 
Caucasian Black Oriental Indian Other --
4. Number of Children 
None .1 2 3 4 5 ~fore Than 5 
5. Highest Educational Level 
Elementary___ High School College ___ Above College 
6. Income 
Below 1$5,000 $5,000-$8,000 $8,000-$10,000 $10,000-$14,000 
Above $14,000 
7. Home or Apartment 
Renting Buying Own 
8. Work 
Employed ,Unemployed Self-employed 
9. Are you originally from this area? Yes No How Long? 
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Part II:· General Questions 
10. Have you ever heard of Public Law 94-142 1 or P,L. 94~142? 
Yes··· I Don ' t Know · ·· · 
11. Do you have a child or children· in a resource room? 
Yes··· No · I Don' t Know · ·· 
12. Do you know how long your child stays in the resource room each day? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
13. Do you know what the term Mainstreaming means? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
14. Are you aware that under Public Law 94-142 you as a parent has the 
definite right or rights. regarding the :educational placement of your 
child? · · 
Yes No I Don't Know 
15. Being a concerned parent, are you aware that your child/children 
regardless as to their strengths or weaknesses, whether they are 
handicapped or not, that all children now have a right to a "free 
and appropriate education?" 
Yes No I Don't Know · 
16. The term "free and appropriate public-".educatio~" means that special 
education and related services are provided at public expense, under 
public supervision and direction and without charge. Do you feel 
that your child/children are engaged in such a program as this 
definition states? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
17. Pre-school children are also included under the term "free and appro-
priate," as well as elementary school or secondary school children. 
Have you known about this? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
18. JJave you been advised as a parent, where to go if you have any ques-
tions concerning your rights under P. L. 94--142? 
Yes· No J Don't Know 
19. When you hear the words educable mentally retarded (EMR); behavior 
disorders (BD); multi-handicapped; learning disabled (LD); specific 
learning disabled (SLD); deaf-blind; speech impaired~ or hard of 
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hearing, do you know what these terms really mean? 
Yes No·· I Don 1t Know· · · 
20. In dealing with question 19, when you hear these terms placed on a 
child, does it make you feel that something is wrong? 
Yes No I Don't Know· · 
21. Do you feel that the child has a very bad problem because of the 
exceptionality that will make it impossible for him to learn no · 
matter how hard the instructor trys? 
Yes· No I Don't Know 
22. Have you been called in for a meeting with a team (group) of people 
that have discussed your child's progress in school .and made some 
recommendations as to what your child's educational needs are? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
23. Did you fully understand what was said? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
24. Did you sign some written papers called an IEP (Individualized Educa-
tional Plan)? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
25. Was this plan explained to you in detail, or to your satisfaction? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
26. Within the IEP were you made aware of the fact that if you disagreed 
with any statements~ that you could question the team's reasons, or 
refuse to sign any or all portions of the plan? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
27. At the meeting did you see your child's test scores? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
28. If you did not understand these scores was a representative there to 
explain any questions you might have had? 
Yes No I Don't Know· 
29. Were you shown your child's entire file, his permanent record folder, 
diagnostic tests, other test scores 1 and progress reports on your 
child? 
Yes No I Don't Know· 
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30. Have you been made aware of the fact that periodic evaluations and 
recommendations must be given to all exceptional children to deter-
mine if they should con.tinue to be mainstreamed. or totally involved 
within a r.egular classroom setti.ng? 
Yes No I Don't Know· · · 
Part III:· Specific questions 
Answer the following according to your parental awareness as it pertains to 
Public Law 94-142. 
31. Did you ask your child to be psychologically evaluated? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
32. Did your child's teacher inform you of certain problems, such as 
academic performance, behavior, lack of motivation, etc. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
33. A child can be given a psychological evaluation without the parents' 
consent? 
Yes No I Don't Know 
34. A child can remain in regular school programs, or be temporarily placed 
in another program with the parents' consent. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
35. The school asks the parents' permission for evaluation. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
36. Parents can refuse a request for an evaluation. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
37. Parents can consult with anyone they choose concerning the evaluation. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
38. Parents may bring anyone they choose to the evaluation. 
Yes No · · I Don't Know· 
39. A comprehensive 'multi-disciplinary evaluation conducted dealing with 
the child's needs with the participation of school 1 parents, and pro 
fessionals. 
Yes··· No I Don't Know· 
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40. Within 30 days the school should·let (notify) the parent know that 
a meeti_ng is being held to discuss evaluation and develop the IEP. 
Yes··· No··· I Don't Know· · · 
41. Parents consult advocates·~· specialists, review records~ etc., in 
preparing for meet~gs . 
Yes No··· . I Don't Know· 
42.. The IEP development meetings are held, attended by parents~ school 
officials, and any other interested parties. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
43. The parent agrees with the results and signs the IEP. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
44. The parent disagrees with the results and IEP evaluation and placement. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
45. If a hearing is appropriate, parents should notify the school officials 
and State Director of Special Education to request for a hearing. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
46. A hearing is held before an impartial examiner. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
47. If the parent disagrees with the impartial hearing decision they can 
make antappeal to the State Department of Education. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
48. If the parent is still not pleased he/she may then go to an attorney 
to consider lawsuit or complain to the federal government. 
Yes No I Don't Know 
49. If there is a lawsuit, parents must contract a lawyer, other parents, 
and advocacy groups to consider joint action. 
Yes No · · I Don' t Know · · 
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Part IV: · ·General Attitude 
so.· Are you pleased with the· overall learni~g achievement of your child 
in the resource room? 
Yes··· No · I Don't Know· · · 
51. Do you feel that Public Law 94-142 is meeting the needs of your child? 
Yes··· No I Don't Know · · 
52. Do you feel that by individualizing or individualized instruction, 
that is a prescribed and concrete· plan for your child has made a 
difference in his/her academic, behavioral, or other areas of per-
formance for the best? 





Abeson, A. and Bolich, N. A Primer on Due Process. Reston, Virginia: The 
Council for Exceptional Children, 1975. 
Aiello, B. A Very Special Teacher. Reston, Virginia: The Council for 
Exceptional Children, 1976. 
Barch, R. H. The Parent of the Handicapped Child. Springfield, Illinois:. 
Charles C. Thomas Publishing Co., 1971. 
Becker, W. C. Parents Are Teachers. Champaign, Illinois: Research Press, 
1974. 
Bennett, Leatha Mae and Henson, Ferris 0. Keeping in Touch With Parents: 
The Teachers Best Friend. Austin, Texas: Learning Concepts, 1977 •. 
Blacklow, J. Environmental Desig_n: A Ne\t~ Relevance for Special Education. 
Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 1971. 
Deno, E. N. Mainstreaming: Learning Disabled. Emotionally Disturbed, and 
Socially Maladjusted Children in Regular Classes. Reston, Virginia: 
The Council for Exceptional Children, 1977. · 
Dunn, Rita and Dunn, Kenneth. Educator's Self-Teaching Guide to Individ-
ualizing Instructional Programs. New York: Parker Publishing Co., 
Inc., 1975. 
Gearheart, B. R. Education of the Exceptional Child: History Present 
Practices and Trends. Scranton, Pennsylvania: Intext Educational 
Publishers, 1972. 
Georgia Special Education Annual Program Plan Public Law 94-142. Atlanta, 
Georgia: Georgia Department of E~.ucation, 1979. 
Granlund, Norman. Individualized Classroom Instruction. New York, New York: 
MacMillan Publishing Company, 1974. 
Hobbs, N. The Future of Children. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishing 
Company, 1975. 
Hower, Virgil M. Individualization of Instruction: A Teaching Strategy_. 




Kroth, Roger. "Parents-Powerful and Necessary Allies," Teaching Exceptional 
Childre12 (Spring 1978) in Reynolds, Maynard C. and Birch, Jack W. 
Teaching Exceptional Children in 'All America's Schools: · A· First Course 
for Teachers and Principals, Reston~ Virginia: The Council for Excep-
tional Children, 1977. 
Lerman, Saf. Parent Awareness, Newton, Maryland: Saf Learman Publishing 
Co., 1977. 
Reynolds, Maynard c. and Birch, Jack w. Teaching Exceptional Children in 
·An America's Schools: · A 'First Course for Teachers and Principals. 
Reston, Virginia: TI1e Council for Exceptional Children, 1977. 
------~~------------~~------~------~---~· · Exceptional Children in Regular 
Classrooms. Minneapolis: Department of Audio-Visual Extension, 
University of Minnesota, 1971. 
Special Education: . A Look to the 
Future. Reston, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 1977. 
Russel, F. and Shoemaker, S. IEP: Individualized Education Programming. 
Boise: Idaho State Department of Education, 1976. 
Schrog, Judy A. Individualized Education Program (IEP). Austin, Texas: 
L.e_arning Concepts, 1977. 
Individualized Education Program: A Child Study Team Pro-
cess. Austin, Texas, Learning Concepts, Inc., 1977. 
Singletary, E. E. and Collings, G. D. Law Briefs on Litigation and the 
Rights of Exceptional Chil.dren, Youth, and Adults.· Washington, D.C.: 
University Press of runerica, 1977. 
Southwest Educational Development of Laboratory. Working with Parents of 
Handicapped Children. Res~on, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional 
Children, 1976. 
Stewart, Jack C. Counseling Parents of Exceptional Children. Columbus, 
Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1978. 
Weintraub, F. J. et al. Public Policy and the Education of Exceptional 




Ballard, Joseph and Lettel~ Jeffrey~ "Public Law 94-142 and Section 504: 
What They Say About ~~ghts a.nd Protection.'' Exceptional Children 44:3 
(November 1977): 177-179~ 182, · 
Cohen, Shirley, et al. "Public.Law 94..:142 and the Education of Handicapped 
Children." Exceptional Children· 45:4 (1979) : 270-274, 
Coleman, Patricia G. "A Severely Hearing Impaired Child in the Mainstream-
ing." Teaching ExceptionS.~ Children 8:1 (Fall 1975): 100-101. 
Freeman, David. "Communication in the Special Needs Class."· Special Chil-
dren 2:2 (Winter 1976): 372-375. · 
Garham, K. A. "A Lost Generation of Parents." ·Exceptional Children 41:8 
(1975): 523. 
Irvin, Tom. "Implementation of Public Law 94-142." Exceptional Children 
35:5 (1976): 135 . 
. Larrick, Nancy. "From 'Hands Of' to Parents, We Need You!" Childhood 
·Education 52:3 (January 1976): 22-23. 
National Association of State Directors of Special Education. Washington, 
D.C." (1977): 15-18. 
Ryar, John N. "Mainstreaming. '' Journal of the National Education Associa-
tion in Today's Education 65:2 (March-April 1976): 15-28. 
Seashore, Harold G. "On Telling Parents About Test Results." The Psycho-
logical Corporation 54 (December 1974): 484-4~0. 
Wylie, Richard E. "Attitudes of Children Toward Their Handicapped Peers." 
Childhood Education 52:3 .(January 1976): 93-95. 
